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ADVERTISEMENT. 
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JL HESE Letters being mprely supplemental to Mn 
Sharp's Remarks *, cannot well be understood without 
some knowledge of that work. The following extract 
will supply what is most necessary; and I make it the 
rather, because I understand that it is already very dif- 
ficult to procure a copy of Mr. Sharp's pamphlet |. 

_^ « 

**Rule i. iVhen the copulative Koti connects two nquns of 
the same ca^e [viz. 7ioxms (either substa?itive, or adjective, 
or participles J of personal description respecting office y dig- , 
nity\ affinity y or connection^ and atiributesy properties or 
qualities good or ilf] if the article o, or any of iCs cases ^ 
precedes the first of the said nouns or participles, and is 

m 

* ** Remarks <m the Uses of the Definitive Article in the Greek TcsLt 
of the New Testament j containing many new proofs of the Divinity of 
*Christy from passages which are wrongl}^ translated in the conimoa 
English Version, by Granville Sharp, Esq. Durham, l79Sr[^3^lM^ 

f Further information may be obtained by consulting the British 
Critic for Jan. 1800, I do not know that the work has yet been noticed 
by any other Review. Se^ also M^spi * Oxoniensis Fascioul. teciioj* 
Iiondifti 1797. 

not 
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not repeated before the second^ noun or participle, tiie latter 
always relates to the same person that is expressed or de- 
scribed by the first noun or participle ; i. e. it denotes a 
further description of the firist-aamed person as — k^i £d€- 
qot'T^evcrav oeJkv, iftm TON *rv(p\tfv KAPkc^ov k^^ KolXsiv 
}icti p^XtntHv. Matt. xii. 22. And again EuXoyvjV *^0 
^eoq KAI n^tTvjp Tov avqiov ifj^wv \\^(rQv X^tcriovy * O UaTyi^ 
^m oiyLTi^l^cav KAI >!Bog Tsoc^g "xoc^aaXv^o-ecag. 2 Cor. i. 3. 
T4iis last sentcnoe contains two examples of the first 
jrule. See also in 2 Cor. xi. 31, *^0 &ecg KAI *7c^tvi^ i«v 
av^icv Hf^cw/ lv](rov X^iSTOv oiSev &c. Also in Eph. vi. 21. 
Tu%*KOf ^O ccyoi'KViTOg aS£k(pog KAI iT^a-Tog Sia^Hot/og ev kv- 
^ij). Also in Heb. iii. 1, )iccTavov](Tai7''€ TON xn:Q(rT^'kov 
KAI oi^xy^^aoL /ivig o\t.Q'koyiag vjf^wv Iv^trovv Xfio-TOi/^ &c. See 
also in 2 Pet. ii. 20, — ev enniryva^ey TOT av^iov KAI (ra?TV|- 
^qog lvi(TOv yiffKTTQv^ &c. And again in 2 Pet. iii. 2,— ^^j* 
7Vig T«v a'no(rn:(^\m Vi\»,wv ev^oXvig TOT M^iov KAI (7ft;Ti^- 
fOff. And again in 2 Pet. iii. 18, — Au$«v€Tf ^£ €v %flrpi*?i 
x^* yvfltfcrgi TOT xu^ov ^vifiua;v KAIo-WTVij^og Ivivau XqKTT^u* 
ccv'Ttp vy 5a^« k^x vvv y.ai e^g v\i*.Bgav aioiv^y ^f^vjv. Also in 
Philippians iv. 20, — toj he &s(f x^i ^wr^t vjfjua;^ v? 3o^<r, &c. 
In Rev. xvi. 15, — \t^ccy,xpiog O yfvjyofwv KAI T^^rtfi/ tJc 
A^tti^.'^v^v'i iifA fuvi yuf*V«5 ?rf f *«r«T9, &c. And in Col. 
ii. 2,— 6i^ €'»'i'ywt>triv t^u f*rUtf^HjiOf TOT ^c\j KAI ft^ft^og 
*xai 'tou Xf iJfTCv *, ev ^ eicn ^av^reg bi frvicrau^d* rrvi^ (ro(pi- 
fl;^, &c. And in 1 Thes. iii. 11, — kvrog Se^O ^eog KAI 
■^XT>i^ vjfiuwv yicci fi Kv^og vjfjuwv Iv)aov^ X^icrTOf, KXTSvhwai 

* The disdnction of persons mentioned ia this sentence is presenred 
by the insertion of the article rov before x^^rrov^ which had been omit* 
-ted before war^oj. 



<niv iSov MH^v vr^g vfA^pcs* . This solemn ejaculation for thft 
divine directiou is addressed jointly to the God and Fa^ 
ther, and to oilr Lord Je$us; (so that here is good au^ 
tfaoritjr for offering up prayers to Christ, which some hdve 
lately opposed) and the distinction of the persons is pr^ 
senred (as in the last examfile) by again inserting the ar^ 
tide before Kujiof, which had been omitted before t«* 
7V}^« The apostle' James also used the same mod)ei>f ex- 
pression — &^vi<n€eia K«6«f « x^i ai*.iai/Tog "jcu^a tjj 6f a* x^i 
<TaTfi aurrvj €(rTii/, f'Trio-KeTTfft^ri o^^auovg yten %vjf^^ ^i^.*rj| 
&Xiv|/€r ^uTwV, &c. James i. 27. And tTiere areat least 
a dozen other places, viz. (Rom. xv. 6. 1 Cor. xv. 2*. 
Gal. i. 4, Ephes. v. 20. Col. i. 3, and 12. and iii. 17. 
1 Thes. i. 3. 1 Thes. iii. 13. 2 Thes. ii. 16. James 

» r 

iii. 9. Rev. i. 6.) wherein " the God and Fathet^*' is 
mentioned exactly according to this rule | and there is no 
exception or instance of the like mode of expression that 
I know of, which necessarily requires a construction dif- 
ferent from what is here laid down ; except the nouns 
he proper names i or in the plural mmiber ; in which cases 
th€re are many exception$ ; though there are not want- 
ing examples, even of plural QounSy which are expressed 
exactly agreeable to this rule. 

^'As the examples which I have annexed tomy£rstrule 
consist of texts, wherein the sense is so plain, that there 
can be no controversy concerning the particular persons • 
to whom the several nouns are applicable, it will be 
thought, I hope, that I have already cited a sufficient 
number of them to authenticate and justify the rule. 

There 
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^Therc are several (rther texts wherein the fnode 6f ex^ 
pression is exactly simikur^ ahd which therefore do ne^ 
cessarily require a construction agreefable to the s^me 
rale^ though the present English version has unhappily 
tendered them in a different sensci and has thereby con- . 
cealed from the mere English reader many striking proofs 
tmtceming the Godhead {'Ke^i " TMff ©folvj?©?/' Col. ii; 9i) 
of our Lord and Saviour Jesu^ Christ/^ 



y^*^^'^^'»^« . ™ I . . ' , ^— ^y y > . ' . i^i^'w^— I I *. ^ . * 
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The passages which Mr. Shafp speaks of in this last 
sentence^ are 

1. Acts XX. 28. Tviv e^iikvinctv toij Kvqiov vLoti &eou. 

2. Ephesians v. 5. Ev t^ ^ottrikeiu tow TUqitrrox) kxi 

S. 2 Thessalonians i. 12. Kxt» rv\v 5c«f*v tov fieov 

4* 1 Timothy v. 21. Ai^fib^^Tu^ofA^i exaic^ov tov ^sov 

5. 2 Timothy iv. 1. Atafux^rv^oy^ai ovv eyo) evwKioy 
7CU 6eov HXi xv^iov Ivicrou X^^arov. 

e. Titus 
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6. Titus ii. IS* Tvig So^^g jov f*.6yi^Xov Sfoy mai ffUT^f 



7. 2^ Peter i. J. Ev 5*x<«fO(ru}/^ tov Seov ^I^w K^ff a-«- 



LETTER 



LETTER I. 



SIR, 



X HE perusal of your Remarks on the Uses of the 
Definitive Article in the Greek Text of the New Tes- 
lament, has led me into an Investigation, the result of 
which I am tempted to lay before you. The subject of 
my Letters, and the motives from which I write,, will, I 
trust, excuse me from any further apology for the liberty 
which I am taking. 

You will not, I think Sir, be surprized to leafn, that 
one of the first feelings which I experienced upon the 
reading of your Remarks, wias a feeling of uncertainty 
and scepticism. I soon perceived, however, that my 
doubts originated in the very weight and clearness of the 
evidence on which your theory Was founded. I felt as if 
it were incredible, but that evidence so remarkable 
must have occurred, in all its strength, to learned men 
of former days. How then is it, that this rule should 
have remained so long unknown, or unacknowledged y 
and the important texts of the New Testament depend- 
ing upon it, hpw is it that the vulgar translation of them 

B k 
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is so far from being allowed universally to be erroneous^ 
that public opinion has hardly yet learned of the matter 
being ever doubted of; that the generality of commenta- 
tors should uphold the established interpretation i and that 
no notice should be taken of any thing vsrrong in it, in 
works written professedly to point out the errors of our 
English version; and yet we iirfe told, that the rule, and 
the interpretation of those dependent examples, were ex- 
pressly asserted by a writer so long ago as Beza ? Suyely, 
said I, Mr. Sharp has only not gone so far in the investi- 
gation as earlier critics. There must be some s^ecret fal- 
lacy : and he is producing to us as a valuable discovery, 
that which his predecessors, after having for a time fol- 
lowed it, must have found out to be an empty phantom j 
and so they returned from their pursuit, and sat down 
again, not venturing. to tell th^ world how idly they had 
been occupied. 

"' However, I did not acquiesce in these extemporaneous 
notions. 

The first step was, to' determine to make an actual 
comparison or your theory with the volume of the New 
Testament. 

But, at the same time, it occurred to me, that I should 
probably find some at least of those texts, the translation 
of which you had called in question, cited and explained 
by the Greek Fathers; not indeed as instances of any 
particular rule, but expounded by them naturally as men- 
would 
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would understand any other form of expression in their 
native language. If Mr. Sharp's rule be true, then will 
their interpretations pf those texts be invariably in the 
same sense in which he understands them ; unless in- 
deed it should appear, that some change in later time^ 
took place in the use of the article. 

j^t this instant the note of your learned Editor, in 
p. 19, presented itself to my observation, and I receiv- 
ed no small encouragement from what I had before 
passed over with indifference. I therefore began my re- 
searches with eagerness. 

In a short time what I had gathered considerably ex- 
ceeded my expectations. I thought therefore. Sir,, of 
venturing to communicate to you, in private, the produce 
of my search, and to mention at the same time, the 
feelings from which I had been induced to set about it. 
With this intention in view, and desirous of malcing my 
collections more worthy of such a communication, I 
. went on still further, and finding that in some parts my 
materials continued to accumulate to a degree which I 
conceived in general there could be little idea of, the 
thought occurred of a yet bolder undertaking. 

1 considered, that your rule had once at least before 
been laid down (th<)ugh less explicitly), and neverthe-. 
Jess the memory of such a circumstance is almost en- 
tirely forgotten. It would be inexcusable, that it should 
P3SS by a second tirne into oblivion, without having un- 

B 3 dergon^ 
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dergone the trial of a thorough investigation. May not 
these collections have their value in that investigation ? 
At any rate, they may serve to attract the notice of a few 
towards the subject, or they may call forth an abler hand 
to the work ; and I should be satisfied if in any way 
they might contribute to the putting an end to so long 
a train of uncertainty. 

For, besides the importance of the subject as a gene- 
ral philological question, and the infinitely greater im- 
portance of those particular texts in the sacred writings, 
thus involved with it, I found it painful in the highest 
degree, in a moral wicWy to observe what has obtained 
with regard to the interpretation of those verse$ now for 
nearly three centuries. Hundreds of writers might be 
reckoned up within that period, whom we shpuld find 
citing and commenting upon the passages, alternately, 
according to their several pre-established notions with 
respect to the divine nature of our Saviour. The or- 
thodox have occasionally applied them to their use; 
yet, I fear, often from no better reason^ than that others 
had done so before them : while those of opposite sen- 
timents have studiously contented themselves with the 
alleged ambiguity of expression, or else pass by the texts 
in mysterious and utter silence; sometimes with an air 
of disdain ; at other times, I verily believe, with breasts 
full of honest apprehensions. 

The thought of uniting in endeavouring to put some 
stop to circumstances so unfortunate as these, and so 

hurtful 
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iiuTtful in their eonsequences to all plain feelings of una^ 
dulterated reason, and singleness oif heart: the thought 
also, thatperhaps, could the interpretation of these texts 
come to be settled either way, some portion of those 
heart-burnings and controversies with which the world 
so often frets and is on fire, might be done away, was 
enough to have inflamed the ardour of one who might 
have much moi"e reason to expect an opportunity of tak- 
ing part ih matters of importance than I could pretend to, 
I was in a situation not unfavourable for such an invesr 
ligation. Many who might wish to satisfy their doubts 
in the same way in which I had sought to get rid of my 
own, might have no opportunity of so doing : at any rate 
an extensive search (and I knew that when the search is 
once begun, it is difficult to know how to stop) must be 
a work of lio small time and labour. From these reasons 
I was emboldened to determine upon laying my collec- 
tions before the public. 

I may now mention distinctly, once for all, the proper 
object of these letters, and where alone I look that they 
should be thought of service. For though I have taken 
the liberty of inscribing them with your name, I cannot 
flatter myself, that to you. Sir, they can be in any way 
necessary. 

But if a person, after being made acquainted with 
your rule, and having for some time borne it in minddur- 
ing his readings in different Greek writers, should still 
feel some lingering doubts, in consequence of long es- 
tablished 
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tablished habit, the authority of great name$i or an ap- 
prehension, to which indtictive arguments must Mw?iya 
jn some degree be liable, that the next step there migfit 
rise up an exception to our general principle— if such an 
pne, I say, should §nd here a sufficient number of quo^ 
jtations from the Fathers, in which the interpretation was 
IHiifprmly correspondent to what your theory teaches, 
then probably this would appear to hin^^the strongesjt 
jmaginable confirmation, that the notion of any ambir 
guity in the form of expression in th9se verses, is ^ mi^ 
taken notion ; and he would conclude, that the common 
translation must be given up, unless they who still mainr 
tain it, can produce reasons for so doing, of which we 
have as yet no conception. 

But, on the other hand, should there turn out to be a 
considerable disagreement among these interpretation? 
of the Fathers — then, I conceive. Sir, in spite of all other 
evidence, it will be thought that their assertion is not 
false, who declare the phrase to be ambiguous, these 
examples must be acknowledged to be remarkable ex? 
peptions to the general theory, and the vulgar trans^a* 
tion cannot be proved to be erroneous. 

This, Sir, is the purport of the following letters* Your 
|"ule is to be taken for granted as generally true : and we 
are to enquire into the antient interpretations of some 
particular examples. And, since I have already hinted, 
that my collections are not inconsiderable in extent, it 
can hardly fail, whatsoever their nature may turn out tQ 
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be, but that otte party or the other of those who shall come 
hereafter to speak of these examples, will be supplied 
^^ith a second important argument, which though occa^ 
sionally glanced at, has never yet, I may venture to 
say, been drawn out at any length, the only form im 
which it was likely to produce a considerable effect. 

But, it is obvious, that more than this which L hav5 
mentioned, might have been aimed at. I will just set 
down the sketch of a bolder analysis, the course of 
which, if it had been possible for us to have traced up^ 
Wards, I fancy w^e might have satisfied the most scep- 
tical examiner. 

Let us suppose, in this case, that your rule is not the 
ground-work of our operations, that we have no know- 
ledge of any such theory, but are wishing merely to sa- 
tisfy ourselves of the true interpretation of six or seven 
verses in the New Testament. 

If now, we had within our reach all that came from 
the hands of Christian Greek writers, from the times of 
the Apostles, suppose we say till the end of the sixth 
century, and found them during all that period, quoting 
and explaining those verses a competent number of 

§ 

times, and in one constant meaning ; suppose also, that 
we could discover, that the interpretation was never 
murmured at, but admitted by certain heresies which 
were conceived to be particularly touched by it ; sup- 
pose moreover, that within the lapse of those years, 

matters 



(8) 

matterfe were so changed, that, at one time the orthodox 
^duld rather that the expressions could .have borne an* 
other signirication ; and lastly^ suppose that all along the 
$ame expressions as those in question, and others. liko 
them, were used perpetually^ and by all parties, in that 
OTie constant meaning — thi^, I imagine. Sir, would be sar 
tisfactory; there could be no longer any doubt respect- 
ing thfe required translation; and if, in the ignorance of 
all this evidence, a different one had been adopted, or a 
notion entertained, that the texts .might, from some sup- 
posed ambiguity in the expression, admit of two inter-p 
pretations, no one would deny but that either of those 
errors must be renounced, and men's ideas be reformed 
according to the standard of the primitive authorities. 

And now, if after having proceeded thus far, we were 
struck with a philological peculiarity, appearing not only 
in our few original texts, but also in all those similar ex- 
pressions which we had before remarked for another pur- 
pose; and not only there, but we saw also, that through 
the whole language, the same peculiarity was preserved 
wherever two personal nouns were applied to the same? 
individual, and there only, then, at last, we should have 
reached your rule, the fountain-head of all those inter- 
pretations ; then might we boldly declare, that the idiom 
was not ambiguous ; seeing that it was utterly impossi- 
ble, but that such a circumstance must have been de- 
tected amid all this evidence* 

Howeveft, 
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However, if any cx)n{irmation of our conclusion were 
still wanting, this would be, a confirmation of it, if we 
should find, first, that in another language (the Latin) 
which did not, from its natural constitution, admit of 
the idiom which wc had discovered, the transhition of 
thpse very verses that were the subject of our original 
enquiries, and other verses like them, had been often 
confounded, and was used by different authors in differ- 
ent significations, according to their particular purposes, 
or different apprelicnsion« of its meaning: if, again, we 
found, that in the translation of several compositions, 
from the Latin into the Greek language, by contempo- 
rary WTiters, this property of the article was invariably 
observed, so that the very same iMtin words should be 
rendered differently^ accordingly as it appeared to be the 
mind of the author, that they should be expressive of 
one^ or izvo persons: and lastly, if besides we disco- 
vered, that among modern writers, when the idea of an 
ambiguity in the original was once started, it had never 
after been suffered to sleep again, but had been taken 
advantage of, and pleaded continually by the interested 
from the sixteenth till the nineteenth century. 

It is obvious. Sir, that all this we speak' of, at pre- 
sent, merely as an ideal picture. ' Whether or no we 
shall have been able to realize any one of its features, 
jnay be a subject of future consideration. 

It is time to proceed to the mention of a few other 

particular^. 

' c M 
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As it'will no doubt be desirable to know to what ex- 
tent my researches have been carried, I have subjoined 
a catalogue of authors, and. of the editions which I made 
use of*. My examination was not conducted careless- 
ly ; but that no passage has escaped me in all the ground 
I have gone over, where one or other of our texts may 
be quoted, I am very far from pretending to assume. 

, All the Greek authorities, I have thought it right, for 
several reasons, to transcribe at lengthy though many of 
them, as might be expected, contain nothing upon the 
words which are the immediate objects of our considera- 
tion. It is plain, that in an argument like ours, it is of 
considerable importance, if in addition to that which is 
on our side, we can accumulate evidence that conveys 
nothing against us. 

I had also many reasons, too obvious to need exj)lain-' 
ing, why I should not confine my enquiries exclusivelif 
to Greek authorities. , My Latin catalogue, however,, 
will not be found comparatively so copious as the Greek ; 
neither, probably, did I always exert there precisely the 
same degree of vigilance. 

In producing my authorities on each particular verse, 
tjie order which I follow is the chronological : and the 
writer by whose chronology I have regulated myself, I 



 -See Appendix, No. 6. 
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believe invariablj/, is Cave in his Historia Literaria*. I 
may mention also, that I have not been always scrupu- 
lous to note whether the extract was from a genuine or 
spurious work ; and I have introduced, for instance, under 
the name of Chrysostom, all that is usually published in 
the collection of his works. The precise date of a trea- 
tise, or its genuineness, in most cases to be attended to 
with superstitious scrupulousness, is in our argumeni|^ 
generally speaking, of very inconsiderable importance. 

I do not know. Sir, that any thing farther is wanting 
in the wjiy of previous explanation. In my next Let- 
ter, therefore, I shall begin immediately with, the pro- 
•ductipn of my authorities. 

I am. Sir, &c. 



* Oxford i740, 2 vol. fol. 
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LETTER II. 

X HE reading of the common printed editions In the 
text which you mention as your first example (Acts xx. 
Ss.) being merely 0£ou, and this also having been the 
reading which is followed by our translators, I was not 
•willing to concern myself with that passage. If *70v 
Kv^Lov Kcci Qeov can be proved to be the true reading, and 
my collections on all your other examples should he sa- 
tisfactory, then could there he no doubt, I conceived, 
but that this text must follow the fortunes of the rest. 
But, to enquire into the evidence for that reading, 
would be the business of another kind of criticism from 
that which it was my present object to be employed in. 
I believe. Sir, however, that very few places would 
have occurred in the Fathers where I should have found 
the verse cited in that form, I soon neglected to search: 
bit the only instances I have noted, are in Theophylact. 
Comment, in Act. p. 169 and p. 171, 

Let us, therefore, proceed to the second example, 

1 . The earliest writer whom I find quoting- this pas- 
sage, is Clemens Alexandrinus : but the quotation being 

soleljp 
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iolely for a moral purpose, nothing appears of the mean* 
ing in which he would have interpreted the words in 
question. I shall therefore content myself with a bare 
transcript of the sentence. E^ ao^xyixg v; ncgqvahot* Eu 
r^aq TOVTO ^(T^e, (pv^criv o atoittoXo^, ota "A'ocg 9rofi/o^, *i «k«- 

.fovofjui^v €v Tiji ^xtn'Keiot tov XfiJTOv K^xi ©fov. (Pedagog. 
lib. 3; c. 4. vol. i. p. 270.) Among the early Latin 
.writers our verse is cited by Tertullian, and Cyprian j 
but for them, as their testimony also is, for the same rea- 
son, equally inapplicable t6 our present object, I shall 
beg leave to refer you to the first number of my Appen- 
dix. 

. 2. The iiext reference on my list is to St. Athanasius ; 
or rather to a homily bearing his name, which betrays 
itself to be younger than the heresy of Nestorius, and 
which therefore must have been thrust down, perhaps a 
century or more, loiver in our enumeration, had it been 
very necessary to pursue a strictly chronological arrange- 
ment. In compliance with our general rule, we will, if 
you please, give it admission here. You will observe^ 
Sir, that we shall have occasion to recur to the passage 
again hereafter. 

K^i XlavXog ew tiji nc^og Tltov eTTijToXy ov^ci>g yQaC)sr 
e^e^avvi >! x^^^S '^ov Qeov vj (rcjiyi^iog n^occrt]/ an/6fft?9ro;;, Tai^ 
Savovra v^^otg, Ivx cc^y\Tcty.€yoi tvjv Q:(re^€iocy kxl ^uq Hog>- 
ju.iX^^ e^TCi^vi^iotg, (rw([>^ovct)g y,ai hiyLctmqy.xL tvje^oog iv\(rcof^ey 
av Tip vuf^xim^y nti^O(rhexo[^evoi tv^v ^ocvLxqixv- bX^ti^lBz yica 
'insi^xvaka)(^<T\)S ^o^vjf TOW /^ey^Xou O^ot/iCflfi <rwTvj£9$ vif^fea^ 
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» 

£rrTi yi^idTog KV^iog* rovrov t<?v X^icrrov kal nvqiOVy \*.et^»v 
Of 01/ tfUTOv xvf^mlei^ Xeyojv, rov [s.€ycc\ov (^eov aUk auTi^dg' 
i^wi/ t)^ov Xfi^TToy. tl^Xiv €V TVj fr^og Fajs^a^ovg 0VT6g 

X^tf-Tou VKEq Twv x^eX^wv [iuov, Twu 5'vyyeuwy |u*ov aa^ 

nai xl iix^i^^iai, KXi VI vo(*.o&e<r^x, idxi v^ kx*T^€iXf yixi al 
jevxyysXixr av'ol ncxrefsg, kxi e^ M o Xftj-TO^ ro kxt^ 
(rxq)^x* h wv enci n^AVTinv Qeog, Kat. ncxXhy o xvtog TlxvKog, 
'luxg ncoqifog axt KirXeoi/eKTi/ig axi fA.£&ii^o^ y,x^ xycx&xpTog kxi^ 
jfi^&fKoKxT^gy evK £%£i xXj^poi/Ofjutrtv fi/ Tif ^xtrikaiOL Kv^iolu 
Kxi Qaov. QjTS xntoheZeivilxi, tov Kufiov Mat Qeov eivcu, 
axL &eov TOV Ku^iov^' at Be <TOUi:wy ouk xua(rxHy ■&€• 
^Athanas. voL ii. p. 413, 414.) 

The text here, indeed, is not tov Xf t<rTou aai &eovj bat 
Kt/fiov KXI, Qet3iV. Yet, if we consider, that Kv^tou is the 
reading (so far as is known) of no other Father, version, 
or manuscript, and call to mind how easily, in any single 
case, the abbreviated tou %u might be converted into 
xvftou; moreover, when we observe, that this homily is 
edited by the Benedictines from a transcript (by Mill) of 
a single manuscript; and, most of all, that while, at 
^rst sigliiy the context might appear to requw^ tou 
4c«pi*ov, yet, in fact, rov K^kttov is at least as suitable to 
the scope of the writer's argument, and the pertinency, 
of his quotation {for he is encountering the <logma of 
the Nestorians, that our Saviour was ttoo distin^ persons. 
Cod and Man, and that Jesus', Christy and' Lord, were 

* Ought not the reading here^ to be^ mh m @m *v^t»> ? 

the 
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the names usually appropriated to the human being) j 
there can, I think, be little doubt but that the reading 
which proceeded from the hand of this writer, was tou 
Xfio-Tou iiui &eov : and, if this be granted, of the rest 
there can be no disputel He evidently understood th^ 
passage agreeably to 7/our explanation. 

3. After this slight specimen of Grecian interpretation, 
we are in some degree prepared for the hearing of a body 
pf opposite testimony ; I mean from the Lutin Fathers, 
whose ignorance of Greek, united with the infelicity of 
their own language in the want of the article, is to be; 
deemed, I am persuaded, the principal cause of all the 
trouble to which you. Sir, and I, are reduced on the 
present occasion. You will excuse me, therefore, if I 
introduce them without any very lively expressions of 
good- will. 



" IT 



In the Commentary on St. Paul's Epistles, among the 
works of St. Ambrose, the text and corresponding ai>* 
notations on this passage, stand thus : ^* Hoc enm sci^, 
tote: quod omnis fornicator^ aut rmmttndus, aut emaruSj 
quod est idololutria^ jwn habet bareditatein in regno Dei 
et Christi. Qua causa amovenda sint haec ostendit, quia 
qui talis fuerit, partem in regno co^lorum non habt^bit, 
quod est Patris et Fiiii." 

We will take no notice. Sir, of the unusual reading 
" Deiet ChrisJi,'' but are willing to allow, that our text 
is here understood, as in the English translation, of tioo, 
p,ersoiis, the Son, and the Father. 

In 
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In the first place then, this Commentary has long beett 
'Universally allowed not to be the work of Ambrose. The 
person to whom it is now-a-days generally ascribed, 
but with allowances for considerable accessions by later 
))and«, is Hilarius Diaconus. But, what is much more to 
our purpose, there is no doubt but that it is the work o£ 
one who was ignorant of the Greek language. 

The Benedictine editors, in their address to the reader, 
prefixed to this treatise, urge, among others, this reason 
as of itself a decisive proof, that Ai'^^brose was not the 
author. ^^ Ad heec inutile fuerit, id quod nemini non 
cstobvium, 'observare, nimirum, in Graeca lingua pror-r 
sus peregrinum extitisse ilium scriptorem." (Voh ii. 
Appendix p. 20*) 

This writer*s testimony, ther^fore> so far as it is Mi. 
own, is in our present enquiry of Ho value. He coul4 
not be directed, by any principle worthy of our eonsi-* 
deration, to derive from his L&thi text, an explanation,' 
equivalent to that property of the Greek article which 
you»are contending for. We shall hereafter see how he 
must have explained the passage, if he had appealed to 
those persons who were best qi^alified tQ instruct hi^n iq 
the meaning of the original, 

Before we quit this Commentary, I cannot resist the 
temptation of transcribing (I must own with more ex-^ 
tensive designs of hostility than that of depreciating the 
learning of this single writer) thp following passage fronx 

Miirs- 
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Xfiirs Prolegomena. He is speaking of Morinus^s at-, 
tempt to exalt the authority of the Vulgate, by endea- 
vouring to shew, upon the testimony of the Latin as 
wqW as the Greek Fathers, that the original text was be- 
come exceedingly corrupt. " Quemnam vero Latinorum 
adducit (says Mill) ? " Num Hieronymum ? Ceteri enim 
fere lit$ra$ Graecas ignorabdnty ideoque nee testes erant 
idonei : imo certe prima Ambrosium (seu Hilarium Dia- 
conum, qui sub Ambrosii nomine Commentarios edidit 
in Epistolas Paulinas) and having quoted, as one of these 
testimonies of Hilary, an instance where he pretends to 
refer to Greek MSS, Mill adds, "Itaccecusdecoloribus. 
Nihil de codicibus Graecis novit Ambrosiaster." (Sec. 1318.) 

4. But, the real Ambrose was a Greek Scholar ? Yes : 
the Benedictines found, what they account a decisive 
argument, solely on that supposition. Does he then 
quote this verse ? And if so, how does he understand it? 

It is most true. Sir, that the verse is made use of by 
^ Ambrose, in the same sense in w^ich we have seen it 
' explained by Hilary. 

In the treatise de Fide, where he is demonstrating t;he 
intimate union which obtains between the Father and 
the Son, he instances, " Accipe adhuc unum regnum, 
Unum imperium esse Patris et Filii. Habes ad Timo- 
theum; (1 Tim. i. 1.) Paubis Apostolus Jesu Christi se* 
cundum imperium Dei salvatoris nostriy et Christi Jesu spei 
nostra. Unum igitur Patris et Filii regnum evidenter 

D est 
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«st dedaratum: sitxA et Apostolus Paulas adsermt dK 
tens ; Hdc enim scitote ^udd omnU impudicus, aut immnn*- 
duSf dut avarusy qttdd eH idoMatriUy non hdbet h^i^ediia^ 
tetA in regM Christi tt Dei. Ergo unnm regnumy «l ^na 
Diviniias:' /DeFide 1.3, c. 12. p. 515,^ 

5. Again, still more precisely^ aft^r mentii>nix!g the 
remark of some unthinking Ariaits, who were woftt to 
maintain, that the Son id only th^ir lesser God^ . from the 
circumstance of the arrangement of the three persom a9 
they are' disposed in the final charge of our Saviour, 
*^ Go ye tkerefbre and teach all natmis^ bapti%ing them 
in* the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost '^ (Mat. xxviii. 19.) He proceeds to ask : 
" Nuni quid ergo quia dicit Evangclium, hi principio 
erat Verbnm, et Verbum erat dpud Dettniy inferiorem sig-^ 
nificavit Patrem, qttia prifno Verbum Dei in principio 
semper esse at fuisse memoralur? Aut cum dixit Apos^ 
tolus in regno Christi et Deiy ordinem fecit?'* (De Instit, 
Virginis; c. 10, p. S65, vol. ii.) 

What then are we to think? 

» 

I am willing, Sir, to allow that St. Ambrose had read 
iereral Greek authors, and was well" acquainted with 
that ianguag<?. However, in making this concessioni 
We must not lay aside the remembrance, that he still xin-^ 
derstood' it only as z foreigner. > » 

■' 
. But, I am much.niore inclined to insist upon the smalt 

number of Ambrose's references to the original in all his 

voluminous 
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VQluminous .writmgs, J b^idve tlw^t A^ubrose -very sel- 
dom looked into his GrHk te^t^mant^ either for his prU 
^afr satisfaction, or the purposes of-pw^^c ingtructioi?. 
Speaking to, and writing for tho^^ whD understoad n^ 
other lan|[uage than the X^atin, he if contented, except 
in a very few instances, \o confine himself to the Latia 
text : which indeedi in one. place, ha gravely informs 
thena was a translation from a Greek original I think, 
Aerefore, that it is exceedingly possilple that Ambrose 
bad Very rarely seen the words ^¥ tid /5<»<riXf;^ tow X^^^rr 
Tov »i<»id€ov and so, forgetting (or rather never oncif 
thinking about it) which of the .toa meanings of the ImU^ 
translation wa^ in the intention of St. Paul at the tim^ 
of writing, might unsuspectingly eite the passage in that 
$ens« which: is undoubtedly ^bf f»Q?e qbvious to a mero 
l^tij^readen , 

* 

But it is by np noean* necessafy th^t I should' lay all 
the stress oq these po$Bibilities. Th<^ fact may be*, that 
lifct* sQOie others of the auciwt Fathiers, Ambrose pgca-' 
siwMdly ^33 npt strictly s^rupulql^s itbput t^e soundness 

of some of the steps of his argument, provided they v^^r^ 
specious, suitable tp his purpose, and the conclusion or- 
thodox. I mean to say (if the likelihood of his ignorance 
of the Greek text should be denied to me) that Ambrose 
wouW, upon Qccasjon, convert a Ls^tin passage boldly to 
his advantage^ though' he might not be ignorant that the 
Qreek origina] would hardly ^dmit of his interpretation. 

t ^ l^UJVPP Hprsloy'? Tr^cU ^g^lnst Dr, PriesUey, p, 548^ &rc. 

. * Tlnis, 
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Thus, td go no farther than the very words which I have 
quoted ^^ secundum imperium Dei;" the Greek word 
here is fTit^jfyvjv ; and an exact writer would therefore 
hardly quote this passage as a direct example of hi^ 
** imperiumJ* Again ; in the page immediately preced- 
ing the former of the above quotations, I do not know, 
whether to get another instance of this unity of dominion 
in the Father and the Son, he may not invent a passage: 
at least I find no other authority for the reading. " Et 
ideo ad excludendum Arianae sacrilegium saevitatis, 
unum imperium Patris et Filii etiam Petrus sanctus ad- 
seruit, dicens: Sic enim abundantius ministrahitur vobis 
introitiLS in ceternum imperium Dei et Domini nostri con^^ 
servatoris Jesu Christi*.*^ Here the imperium is proper: 
for the Greek word is /3«(r/X£i^i/. But Dei et Domini is 
a reading peculiar to Ambrose. And yet, after kll, he 
does not deny, but that both these appellations may be 
understood to apply to the following Jesu Christi. And. 
what then, I may add, could Ambrose have replied to 
me, if I could have told* him, that I explained the pas- 
sage in the Epistle to the Ephesians, in the same man-^ 
ner? 

Yet again, in his celebrated charge against the Ari- 
ans, of having corrupted the MSS. by the omission of 
the clause quoniam Devs Spiritvs est, in the sixth verse 
of the third chapter of St. John, who (in making such a 
charge, whether it were true or false) that was at all in 
the habit of referring to the Greek Testament, would 
not have taken care to remark, that he might be before 

* 2 Pet?er L lU 

s 

hand 
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hand with a rising objection, that the Greek text was 
TO nrveviuay Qeog ; for Dens Spiritus est is ambiguous, and 
only one of its senses is at all to the purpose of Ambrose's 
argument ; especially too, when he must know, that a 
little below (chap. iv. 24) there tv€i*6 the words ^sn/cufua 

» • f 

• 

More examples might be set down, if more were re- 
quisite, to shew, either that Ambrose seldom considered 
what the original text was ; or if he did know it, that 
he was by no means loath to conceal his knowledge^' 
when it might suit with his purpose. 

Yes Sir ! For this text tvas valuable In the eyes of Am* 
brose for its support of the orthodox faith. 

6. But before we proceed, I will set down,- without 
any remark, another instance in which our text is found 
in St. Ambrose. It is in his exposition on St. Luke : 
^ Et ideo Apostolus avaritiam dicit esse fugiendam, ne 
impediti, more gentili, iniquitate, malitia, impudicitia,' 
avaritia, dd regnum Christi pervenire nequeamus: Omnis 
enim immundus, aut avarus^ quod est idolorum serviius, 
non habct hareditatem in regno Christi et Dei^' (Vol, i. 
p. 1459.) 

UvtVfMi Kf^to;. A>iX* ovK H'jrt, TlviVfjM o Kv^Mi, oM , O Kv^to^ to irvtvfjw f^rt. 
Tio>M ci ravTm KotKnvn^ nnq cvi^kih^ to fi.tcrttu Ojctt yxq fiovT^irrai oinrt/Xtyttt Jc 

ffv ^j}5, ra s.mBira »§9^if w 7r^oari^n<Ti}f, «Mtf j 3fe, *J*>/*f r, &;c Cbrysost. Ho* 
xail. 7, in 2 Cor. c. iii. v. 17, 

But 
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But how, it will b€ asjjqd, could Ambro$e*s btf 
the favourite interpretation of the orthodox? Surely 
Mr. Sh^rp thiiiks that he is pleading the cause of ortho-\ 
do^y, when he is contei>ding for ^ directly opposite sig<*. 
Bification? Y^t, Sir, I verijy :]^eUeve that you might have 
incurred some danger of being suspected of heresy, hact 
you contended warmly for your interpretation, in thQ 
LAtia chjurqh, ten centuries agp, 

• • 

Socinianism was always a puny hereby in anci^eiit 

times. A philosopher oi; an enthusiast ^ow and thew 

got puzzled, and wandered into Socinian language; or a 

coward apostate, in days of persecution sheltered him- 

a^If from the reproaches of his brethren, in a last dis)io-« 

nest subterfuge ; and affirmed th?t, in renouncing Cbyist^ 

be had not denied his God: but these instances all were 

very rare. Arianism was the heresy that peii^tprated intQ 

the heart of the churches* 

• 

It was not, therefore:, the pbjeet of the orthodox, iit 

those days, to insist upom. the Scripture tcsti.nonies to th«» 

simple Z)^% of Christ.. The Arian would cordially have 

joined with the church-man in raaintaixiing them, in op^ 

position to all adversaries. It was the business of the- 

patholic to uphold his faith by manifesting an infinite and 

incomprehensible union of the Son with the Father — a 

co-equality in the mystic unity: or^ io, repel the argu- 

inents of the Arians h;^ opposite testimonies, and sounder 

interpretations. We have already seen St. Ambrose 

making use of our present text for both these purposes, 

7. ^vlt. 



7;^ feit/the ^iniral attAchm^iit «f the orthodox to the 
kitcrpretation of our vulgar translation, will best be in- 
ferred from an induction of particulars. They may be 
had in suflkient plenty, frOm the '^ays of Ambrose down* 
wards. The three which I shall select (referring you 
for others to the Appendix) shall be at considerable in- 
t*rViils of time, to shew that the disposition Was long 
pr^rafent. 

Remigius inloc. p« 3$0. "*Regnum autem Christi ct 
Patris dixit^ quia sicut est substantia Patris et Filii et 
Spirltus Sanctis ita itna QStpoicstas, una et seternitas^ 

Primasius in loc. '* Contra Arianos, qui dicunt, ma^ 
jor est qui prior nominatur.*' 

Anselm. Latidunensin loc. p. 286. " Christus nune 
JfcrtW2<> nominatiir, et postea Deus, ne secundum Arianos, 
afstuAarAtur minor Patre Filius." 

To these might* be added, all to the same purpose, the 
t^riter of the treatise contra Varimadmny published un* 
der the name of Idacius Claras, and by Chifflet aissigned 
to VigiliusTapsensis; in fe/7? places, Fulgentius, Gassio^ 
dorus,Breviarium Fidei contra Arianoss and others, it 
Is pfobable, might be procured*, ' * 
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8. But, did all the Latin writers, without exception, 
ljuate ind e^KpfainHhe vtr^tinthis signification? iSfo Sir I 

j^ * For these^ and other passages, see Appendix No. U 

not 



sot, absolutely aU. And little as it i$ thM i$ to be found 
on i/07ir side, among those writers, I am persuaded you 
will agree with me|in thinking, that it is more than 
enough to be set against all the contrary testimony which 
I have had the fortune to meet with. 

In the first place there is Jerome — ^himself an host. 
(Vol. iv. p. S82, Commentar. in loc.) ** Ad h?ec viden-r 
dum quid sen tire voluerit, dicens in regno Christi et DeL 
Utrumnam aliud regnum Christi sit, et aliud Dei: an 
idem regnum sit Patris et Filii. Et si quidem dixisset, 
in regno Filii et Patris, per Filium veniremus ad Patrem : 
tt licet tsset diversiias personarumy tamen esset regnan- 
tium una majestas; nunc vero quum dixerit, in regno 
Christi et Dei, ipsum Deum et Christum ftke God Christ). 
intelligamus : quia et quum tradiderit regnum Deo et 
Patri, non erit Pater omnia in omnibus, sedDeus omnia 
in omnibus. Ubi autem Deus est, tarn Pater quam Filius 
intelligi potest." I need hardly remark. Sir, that the 
following is the argument of this passage. There is no 
impropriety in calling the kingdom of heaven Christ's 
kingdom ; for it is not written, that the Father in that 
kingdom, but that God shall be all in all. Now God is 
.the name common to all the persons of the Trinity. There- 
fore this kingdom may be called, as it may suit the writ- 
er's purpose, the kingdom of God the Father, of God 
the Christ, or of God the Holy Spirit. 
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9. Faustinus was a contemporary of Jerome, and pro* 
bably, for he spent jBuch time in the East, familiar with 

• the 



the Greek language. It should seem, that the form of 
expression in the following passages, from his petition 
presented to the Emperor Theodosius at Constantinople^ 
is borrowed from this text ; which if it should be allowed 
to me, there can be no doubt of the sense in which he 
understood the words in question. " Suaviota habue- 
runt propria domicilia et possessiones, quam in regno 
Christ! beatam etperpetuam habitationem/' (p. 9). Ad 
capiendam utique futuram in Dei Christi regno perpetu- 
am beatitudinem." (p. 12.) Again p. 54) "Optansfe- 
iicissimo imperio vestro securam quietem, et in regno 
Christi ef Dei perpetuam beatitudinem j" and lastly 
(p. 55) ** et in futuro Christi Jilii Dei regno perpetuam 
cum Sanctis beatitudinem consequamini/' 

10. The only remaining authority which 1 t'ah pfo-^ 
duce, is out of our own Alcuin. As the whole pas* 
sage is a correct translation from St. Cyril of Alexin- 
dria, I need not go about to prove that the writer was 
well acquainted with the Greek language. " Beatusi 
denique Cyrillus in tractatu suo inter alia ita dicit . • • 
• . . Nos enim femuli sumus : ille vero naturaliter Do- 
minus et Deus, licet factus sit nobiscum, et in his quse 
sunt nostra dispensative. Pra?terea et beatus Paulus 
Christum eum nominavit et Deum, dicens: Scitote cog^ 
tioscentes, quia omnis fornicator Tign hdbet hcereditatem in 
r:€gno Christi et Dei.'' (Confess. Fidei Felicis Episcopi, 
p. 1002. See also Concilium Aquisgraiiense Anno 
Christi 799, ap. Concil. vol. iv. p. 832.) 

This, Sir, is the whole of my scanty stock of Latin 
a|utlhority for your interpretation, 

E Ih Let 
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1 1 . Let us now, therefore, turn back to what is. much 
more properly the subject of our enquiry — ^the testimony 
of the Greek WTiters : where we shall have the consola- 
tion to see, that no other interpretation than your's was 
eyer heard in all the Greek churches*. 

We deserted these writers, after having quoted a pas- 
sage froma homily falsely ascribed to St. Athanasiiis. 
The next name on my list, is that of Basil the Great : 
But as my knowledge of hisliaving quoted the words in 
question, is derived from Anastasius Sinaita; and as I do 
not find in Basil this quotation, where I am directed to 
looL fqtit, we will pass by this authority (^r the present, 
and take it up from Anastasius, when we come to him 
in his order. 



Let us see, therefore, what Chrysostom shall say. 

* Had I been able, I should undoubtedly have becp disposftd to have 
consulted, on these texts, the several ancient versions, oriental and 
©thers— thougb it would have been, in some degree, an infringement on 
the dfnpHcity of our argument. They might probably have afforded \ii 
some aid in illustrating and corifirming. For instaace, on the present 
example Mill tells us, that the -Ethiopia and Arabic versions render the 
clause in the sense of " the Christ and God" (Christi Dei). But, the 
originals of those versions being far beyond my depth, I was not willing 
to appeal to their Latin translations : because, it is well known, that 
tbey are not always to be depended upon > and particidariy because, for 
our present purpose, being usually very literal, they would still probably 
leave us in doubt (from the lack of the article) whether the Greek idion» . 
were, or were not expressed in .the original. — After all, tli« version* 

could only be of a ver}^ second-rate importance, 
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(CI/ anrt, ntotyTixiv Qeog 'evAoyv^Tog e^g rrovg aicauag, afjuvjv, 
Kasi rrxXiv' ncccg ncoqvog Vi n:\eov eyiTVig o\jk axei xXi^fOi/Ofiwiflrv 
fy Ti^ ^xfTiXeiu Tov yi(^itTTOv mxi Qeov. Kx^ TaX/v* yacrrx 
TViV a'7Ci(pctueiav tcv fxsyxkov Qeov >icti a-c^TVi^og vjfjuwv lv)(xov. 
X^icTOv. lcc-xi/i/*/.g 5^ cv-Twg ccvtgv yixKei^ Xeyoov ev ot^X^ 
vjy XoyoCj y.cci. o Koyog v^v 'T^^og tov QfzOUy y.xi Qeog viv o 
Xoyog. (De Incomprehensibili Dei Nalura, HoniiL 5. 
vol. i. p. 483.) This is sufficiently express, 

12. The passagie is quoted again by Chrydostqm, 
(Homll. in locvol. xi. p. 126) but without determining^ 
any thing for our. purpose. 

The words which comprise the little that he gives there 
of direct interpretation on the passage, are at the beginr 
ning of the Homily, and stand thus. 

H(r^v, cag eoivLSy Tiveg y.xi £ta twv 'X^oyouav Tccy yiu^ere^ccv, 

01 ^xgxei^xg eKkvovTsg tov Xx'ov, y.xi '<to'Xjx^x rov le^fKivjX 
€i^v^lJuevou Big e^yov xyovr€gy i^xXkov S§ tx tcou >4/€u5p'^fO- 
(pi^rrwv TOioi/i/Tf^* (Ezech xiii. 19.) .ol S^x'Aog yi^^^oov bk^* 
(pxvXiiovfTBg <TOu Qaou bv^'kiov tov Xxov xvtov^ q Bvi kx^ yvv 
0i\uxi nsxqx Tivoov yeuBcr&xi. Otxu ovu fi7«r(yf^€v, OTi h i^Wr 
^ou axXaa-xg t04/ xSBX(pou, Big yeeuvxv. iXTg^j^fi^^fi,^ aXXoi. 
<px(rr vxi, ii.a)^ou ycxXaa-xg nrov'xBaX^ay .Big'fyj^^i^xvf aitag'^^ 
XBTxi ; ovxiy (pvjji* axi otxv fi^wfjufi/, oti o n:XB0VBy,Tv\g 
iiSaXoXxT^vig e(m, y.xi tqvto *KxXiy Byid^^xuXiioxjcn^ Xayov^ 
<Teg u'7r£fj3oA*j^ aivxu to pv^^^^x* y.xi n:xixxg cvt.qj Txg bvtoXx^, 
s^avreXiiovj-i, TovTOvg ovv x^vLnfioj^avog o yt^xax^iog Ilp^v^ 

^ 2 Xog, 
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I 

^^^1 og e(TTiv eiScaXoXxT^vjg^ ovk e%ei HXyj^ovoit^iccu bu tiji /3a- 
O'^Xeioc *TOv XfitTTOu K^i Qeov bitx eicayeiy \Kvi&eig v\»^otg 
i^x^xa^Tara) y.Bvoig Xoyoig ; Jtevoi et(nu ovtoi^ oi kayo^y oi 
^^og Kcci^ov xa^Li/ exo^nreg^ and so on^ 

Neither is there any thiing to be gathered frorti the re- 
mainder of the homily. 

13. The two following passages of Asterius are equal- 
ly indeterminate. 

EiCTf Ktff 70vg cfT^oyiXv^^ovoii^ovg. IlxvXog Xeyer oti ^^5 
moqvog^ \^ amcc^a^Tog^ 1^ ^XeousKTv^g ovvl e%ei iiX)^i^oyQ[ucLy ev 
rryf ^ct^^Xeiu tqv X^iJ-'TOv kajj Qeov, Kcci n:(flz \^ kXh^ovo^ 
(Ai^; eig TO ^eXog. (Asterii Homil. ii. in Psalm 5. apud 
Cotelerii Eccles. Graecae Monumenta, vol. ii. p. 18.) 

14. ^Qgei4'a^ev M/3i^, oti. avS^x auy^ArooVy k^I SoXk^ 
^SeXv<roreTCi^ ytv^iog, (Psal vi. v. 7.) civrog ia ioXcp 70f 
Ouj^iav aueiXeu, K«f OTi 'T^xg 'Ttoguog V] ccHx^a^nrog ovk ex^t 
xXi^gKJvofjui^v au Tijl lixo-iXeifc tov Xf^o-Tov K<«i ©eou, Ivx fj^vf 

' xToViXv^^ovoii^og Six Td ^705 yevvjTa;, tov UTfj Tuig oySo^g^ 
Hxi nrvig twi/ vavLqasy xyx^^xtraag y\/xXX(ay i^xqayixXai. (Ibid. 

p. 50. HpmiL in psal, 6.) 

15. We shall meet with better success in Gyrillus 
Alexandrinus. In his Thesaurus (under the title EmXot 
yx^ pvjTftiv ji^'CTtf <ryXXoyi(T[t.(fiv €k tvjj Kxii/vig i^dviM^, oi* 

Oeog 
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Beog Hxrx (pwiv h vlog, ei ie ^ovro, ov TOiHM^j ^t;Sc K^rtfl^ 
y^ — see p. 267) after quoting the verse he immediateyf 
continues: iSov fcxXn/ XficrTOv o^o\»M(raq ev^vg avrov eis* 
(paoii yuLi Ocov, aq tov &€ov Km TLdTpog €v amf ^zcnX^u^ 
evTog^ avTOV t€ av TaXiv ev ^tf Tlxr^i. Karra to 'jr^p* 
icvTOv Xeyo[A.evov^ ug nr^og tov n«T5f«, (m ncxvTa not €f«^ 
wa effTi^ Kat na crx e\>.a. 'Ev he Tm 'xctvrm vj ^xtriX^ia^ 
yioivvj fji^Bv ulft) 'K^og nsanB^oty Miw^ is nc»T^i nc^og viou^ trvft^ 
ficcj-iXsvovnog 5v|Xfl:5vj nrov ayiov 'Kye\j\f.XTOq, Husq owv 'kqi^ 
Vi[M.cty ^ct7i\e\juv fv TlxTqiy kxi iuSTx UxT^og Qeoq Aoypfj 
(Thesaur* vol. v. p. 283.) 

16. Again, in the sixth of the Dialogues de Trinitatci 
^vol. v. p. 61 1 A. Ti Se i^ vLcti (^afiwv o tcwi/ 6€*(»i/ vjffciv 
fuU(r7v)0icuv le^ovoyoq^ 6£0u fiuffiXeixu (avO[A>xi^6 t»)v KpTTOv^ 
yox<pei rya^ (fis' Tovro y«f i(r*re fyii/docryioureq, oti n^xq ^Of^ 
Moqy vj xKxdx^nog, M ickeouEKrviqy hq scr'tiv siBcoXckxn^q, Qvii 
§Xek xXti^ovo(Ai0V £v t\^ ^xffikeix rrov X^i<Ftou axi G£ov. 
^ioixirxnui yx^ XV ovBaii^aq, aq Inrtp nce^ xu evuicx^x^ ^^ 
iriyiW xi,iQ){uCy to x^vxi K^xleiv, ly^/snxi tou Kxt. nrxvTiaf 
0tVT(py Hxt TO Betv eivxi 0£OJ/. H ou% aha t^ut' ^xeiv uov^- 
ffOiuB&x xVi a E^{*,eix ; B. TLxvv f«^v <fvv. eivi jx^ xv eiT£^ 
0\(ag ®eoq ncxmcog ncov Hxi ^xtnXtvq, A. EiTf j ovv xqx kx- 
nxkviB,ei 'Ktne t^q tou (ixj^Xeveiv iVKXeixq^ xict^XKr^v^eteu 
xu axi Tov eipxi 0£O$. kxi ^o^h J^t/ v\ (paqy, Cuk £Ti. navm 
Se TO xTOfTTOu. Tis ovu'Xu 6*^ Xoi'Tov VJ T&v wou (pu^*^'^ 
^eonvirog t£ x<zi f3^<nX€i«$, Mdsi.Tov €^'vAi ^(aq x'Kvut^^ies^ 
fi^cvvj, K«; iaoTOUiu ovK sxoucrx to ^uv^g nvircoit^euov i — ? 
Cyril is in this passage employed in refuting the ohjec- 
tiqn whidi is made to the original dignity of Christ'^ 

person. 
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person, from the. circumstance of St, Paul's speaking of 
his delivering tip *^ the r kingdom. to Xrod, even the Fa- 
ther." (1 Cor, XV. 24.) To remove this objection, and to 
shew that Chris fs Jcingdom shall have no end, he argues 
that St. Paul, in this passage to the Ephesians applies the 
name of God to Christ, on account of that dominion. If 
then he shall cease to be king, he. will be no longer God : 
neither can he be any more the everlasting light and life* 
The whole reasoning, therefore, is built u^on this sup- 
position, that Christ is here called God. 

17. Again: Oiy.e^ocL ^yxq y,[*^Hg^ o he ho^tx (pvaiu KV^^og 
%iCLi Qeog, kocu si yeyous (*£.6^ v^wvy y.xi eu n^oig xaft' vjfXa:^, 
c^Mvoi*^Ly.ct)g. T^utiji TOi X(ti> o iA>xiix^iQg TlxvXog, Xfio-ToV 
piu^ov. woipx!^€ yixi, ©eouy ov^ca'Xtyav Tovto yap ecrTsyi'^ 
vcooMOVTsg o*n n:ccg "Kopuof, vj cty^x^cLq^og^ vj 'jrXfoi/fKTHp, oj 
e^TLv eiS&XoXdT^vig, ova e%ek yi'k^(^vo\t.ixy , tv t^ fixa-iXeLa 
TOv XficTTOu K«; Qeov, Ovkovv cl fj^ev,. ocKKoi ^avTeg^ co§ 
e(pviv, eiev clv yicti^ [t.ot\x eLViO'zwgy hkx Ta Ke%qi<j^ui X^t(rroi^ 
(juovog he X^LcTTOg yicti Qeog aXv^itvog, o EfxfjuflrvouvjX. (Vol; v; 
part ii. p. 7. of the Epistles.) Thisjs the passage which 
wehavf^ already seen cited in AJcujn (No. 10 above.) 

• 

18. From the two following examples, which will 
finish what I have to say at present upon Cyril, I will 
not pretend to claim rnore^ than that it should be granted 
that they contain nothing contrary/ to ypur interpretation. 

The first is in the Thesaurus, under the title 'Ot* /3«. 
^iXevg €<rT*v o tov 0£ov vlog. But as this is merely a tran.- 

script - 



(31) 

script of the text, without any /ar/^fXTQinmenfj tshsili 
spare myself the trpuble of mi extract. (See vol. v.part !• 
p. 381.) 

19. The other is as follows : .K^t^Xm^^KV Tyig o-^fjcp^- 
xa^a^ta-ca{i.ei/ iccv^ovg unco ^uvrog iM^oXua-fuOv* fi.vi^fjuovfUd'A^ffriy 
rv^g b^idcg Keyov^vig y^a(pv\g.^ ico^i/Six 8e kpli a}ia6a^(ncc ncA(Tx 
Kxi ^Xeove^iu fiuvj^' ovGi^^aiecr^co eu vfA.;i/ Kct^wg n:qenc€i ayio^'g* 
^ai ctiO'xqoTVig^ yixi ^j^co^oXoyicCy m svr^azeXta a ovk «vvjk^- 
T^' aXXx f«.^XXoi/ €U2C^^i7Ti«' TGvrro ya^. isrTf yivoO(j'y.oyT^g 
OTi ncag nto^ogy v\ aKx&x^Togy vj TrXfOvfKTi^f, og ejTiv eiha* 
XoKxT^v^g, ovK e%£i yLXvi(^ovo\uicti^ eu t^ ^xaiXeia tov X^i<r» 
*Tov Kxi Qiov. Kxi ntaXiu — He then quotes Rom. viii» 
V. 12, 13, 14. and proceeds — 7f^(p(}fA,s6^ yxq ev ^enuoig 
QsoVy TH^ €1/ Xf i^TTco nroXnetag ^0 xxXXog Txig ixvTOui/ Six- 
voixkg eicroiViicrx^evQiy kxi Btx toov eig ev(Te^eixv (T't^ouSx^is^x^ 
7Ct)v "Kqog xvTOu ev \m.xXx hix\juoq(^ov\h£)^oi. Ots TOkuvy 
il[*AV ol T]^g XHyf^xlov (pvcrecog xxqxy.^rv^^sg eXXx\L'7cov(n, ye- 
<yf^fiufiu£6jt he HXi ev Teavoig Qeov^ y.xL xSsX^otv^tx iirf x^oi/- 
Tv^K^fiugv, . Tvjv Tfo^ y£ (pvjfxi Tov Tcov oX(Uj/ nTxufixs'iXex 
Xfij-Tov. (De Fest. Paschal. Ilomil. 26. vol. v, part.ii. 

p. 304;) 

. » . . • . . -. 

• 20. Theodoret^s testimony to j/oia* interpretation is .no 
less expKcit than that pf CyriL ! / 

Kxi [A^evTOi Tip [^e(T(p fiVig enrLo-'roXvig lov.Sxiuv fji^v^fjuovev- 
fi^, e^jti^yxyii/i cov ol ^xx'te^egy eZ av o Xf ^^rro^co XiX^x crx^-. 
K^, av»€^i'!XxvTCiXi/ Qiog euXoyvjiog eig-<TOvg aio^vxg rrt&v 
«jwcvi/* A/^t^u, (Rom. ix. 5.) Kxi tov x-jtou kxtx ctx^kx 

\ueu 
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evyi/uit^ovcov, vi/.vovf^ei/ov. T\>\v au^x^v Be vjfjtiv SiSai(XinxKLaiv 
v^O(r>iueyy.Bu yicct Si* av nrcp ^xv[/^x(TL(f *yey^xCl>e TiTcp. IlfOcr- 
£iC%9f4u£VGX ya^, <pvi(ri>i (Tit. ii. 13.) iv^v t*.xKa^iuv aXnciSce^ 
MM tmi^xvemy i^g ho^\^ tov (/.eyzKov @€qv hxi ^c^t^^o^ 

11/^ ^(TiXekoc Tov XficTTOU aai Qeov. Ken fA.6VT0A a^^i to/^ 
^o;(:^6or;v o/rcou.ar/fyeKwv e(pi/i xo^cg. (Liike iu 11.) *3ou 
QLHTBTai v}j^iycrvn*.£^ovy &c. (EpisL 146. vol,, iii. p. 1034.) 

2K Again, tathe same meanings but \yith a slight 
variation in the reading; which, however, or\e may af* 
firm, did not originate in any such cause as that of a 
purpose of accommodating the passage to his service : 
^(yriyoL^ fjfoXXxxov Qeciv ^ov ulcv oyo^i^xiaiylhc is speaking; 
of St. Paul) pxSiov eye a:wv avTOv j^xis^yuXToou KXTxy^x^eiv 
Tov fiovKoi/^vov. 11^0(rBexoiA.eyoi yaq spvj<ri, Ttjv en^iCpccvet^av 
tv^g SoE^g Tou {A.e<yxkov &eov k«i cwtvjjoj v\i^ct>u h\(Tfi\j X^itr- 
Tflu* xai, £$ m h Xgi^TTO^, . to k^ut^ (roi.qY.CL, o o)v ^vi nszv- 
Ttav Qaog* acck, su T^f (iajiXeicc Xfifl"TOu tov Qeov" kxi i^oqix 
^oixv7(t e^eqa. (vol. iii. p. 158. Comment, in Epist. 1 ad 
Gor. c. Viii. v. 6.) He)*e Xqicr^ov. tou Qeov is carelessly and 
unsuspectingly put down as the equivalent expression ta 

70V Xf iCTTOU KOCL QbOV. 

- - 22. The foUowing is what Theodoret writes on this 
verse, in his Commentary on St. Paul's E^stle^.^ 

•  •   • 

It 
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It determines not any thing. 

Tovro ya^ cj'Tf yiuoxryiOVTeg on ftxg ntoqvog^ vj ccy.a^x^Tog^ 
Vi TXfDyfxIvj^, og e7Tiv siScoXoXa^T^yig ovk ^xh yiXyi^ovo^uLa^ 
iu r\f fix(rtXeioc tou X^utov kxl ©f ou. Touto kxi ev t^ ct^ o^ 
Ko^iv^iovg £'7:iJToXif. (1 Cor. vi. 9 and 10.) Ei5ft?XoXa- 
T^eioiv Ss «T*jv ncXeovei^iccy €iixXe(re, y,x7» tvjv tov Kygioy 
(pwvvjt'' ov5£;j yap, 6(pvj, Svi/arrxt Svji' i^v^ioig SovXeveiv*' 
yxi^ ov Svvx(J'^a @E(p SovKevsLv yai M^f*(Aa;ya. M>;5£if 
v/A.a:^ e^xi:x'7ZTa), &:c» (vol. iii. p. 312.) 

23. Neither is my fourth, and last reference to Theodo- 
ret more determinate. 

After quoting Ephes. iv. 17 — 22, he proceeds, ILa 
fju^r' oXiyx' "Tovrro yxq ea^re yi\/co(rKOvl£g ot; t^^ "jro^vogy vi 
xKxBx^Tog^ vj 'xKeoi/£KTVjg og sjtlv aiSaXoXxT^\^g oi/x f%f^ 
xXvffOi'OfA.iiri/ fv T}f fixjiXeioc Tov X^kttov kxi Qeov, txvTx 
y.xL ^iXi'K'K^^jiokg S'xejTetXe. To Xoin:ov (c. iv. 8;) xheX^ 
<pOi, 0(fx ea-Tiu ^Xvjflvt, o<rx (re\u,vxy &c* (Vol. iv. p. 312, 
De Fomicatione.) 

24. In the Qiuestiones of Anastasius, under the title, 
Tou ayiou BflWiAfiou ey. tccv xtrav^TtyooVyW^ have the follow- 
ing passage : Axov(Ta)^uey Se rrov x'tcoo'toXov Xeyovrog' M^ 
'TcXxyxj^e, ovTS 'Trojvo*, ovts eiScaXoXxT^XL, ovje |u*oi%oi, ovre 
{d^xXxKOi, ovTB x^jBvoKOiTxiy OV (x^eSfcTOi, oi/% x^^xyeg /3^ Ji- 
Xeix]/ &aov yX>\^oi/Oif.\^(roi/Ti,. (1 Con vi. 9.) Kxk 'tcxXiv Uxg 
'xo^vog, vj TXfOj/fKTvj^, 05 scT'Tiu et^SwXoXx^^yigy v) «Ki3u6«pTO^, 
C*JK £%£i xXvijov^(Xi;«v fv Ti^ (ixa-iXeia tov Xfi(JT<?u to u ©foil 
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yij^ccu. M\^SBig vi^^xg ctntxn::;ti:Co jiet^oig toyoig; fee. Fnom 
whatever author the above may be taken (for I have al- 
ready mentioned, th^t if this part of the section be in fia- 
sil, it has eluded nijr search) I thihk thete can be no 
doubt of his being a cdnsisteht evidence for your intei-pre^ 
tation ; and that -we Have only Id regret the earelesshesi 
and want of exactness so frequent in qubtatibhs, and 
which, in the present instance, is hot confined iherely 
to the words about which We are chiefly interested. • 

25. Our verse is again cited in the 146th page of the 
same work, under the 12th question, the title of which ' 
is, Ti eo'Tiv Mx^j^cauccg ^v^g ahyaxg. The passage is as . 
follows: "Kxt, TOVTO ya^ e^TS yiywdyiovTsg ot* 'Trxg r/ro^vog v| 
aKx&x^Tog vi ^Keoi/eyfl^ig^ hg ejriu e^ScoXoXxT^vig, cvk €%bl 
K'kvi^ovoy.ictv ev Tiji jixs'iXeLoc "txiv K^ia-rov )/icci &eov,- Thfe- 
context, as well as the title df the question*, sufliciently 
teaches us not to look in this place for any thing of doc- 
trinal interpretation • 

26. In the short Comment or Scholia of Jo. Damasce- 
nus* on St. Paul, he writes thus upon the 5th and 6th 
verses. Mvj vOf^i^v^Tf, (pv|^;v, uito tov ^tov t^ ti-a-^ei f^i^ 
<n>fju^^govTO^, TV1V ntKTTiy viuxg \/.ETO%ovg ccxo^xtuekv Tvjg 
X^i^jTOU ^x(ji'kei,ugy v.^ig ea^k rov Qeov fiajiXetx' fj^^Se ri-g 
a'TTccTX'Tc^ Hsucp Xoyw, ajg "JLjrecog aXv]&Gvg ovcn/ig ev roig n:x^ 

9 

\ 

* This Commentary is published for the first time, tn the last edition 
of the works of Daraascenus, and from a single raanuscrift. See the 
Admonitio prefixed^ Of this manuscript the Editor says " Hoc solum 

monebo quin et codicem multis passim mendis scatere mutilurft* 

que esse, ut sensus saepe impervius Sit et obscuius.'* 
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ieixi, AX7X ^vj y.OTu.o\j Qsog. (Vol. iL p. 18i>.) This pas- 
sage i:-. o'jj>cur.e from its extreme brevity. It might al- 
inost seeiii, that the interpretation was meant to be con* 
tradivtory ofyour's. 1 fancy, however, that no more is 
intended, than wTiat may correspond with the words of • 
St. Cyril given ahpyje (Np. !.(?)• Tl h S^ i^xBciiv , . • • 

» 

27. The remarks on this passage, in the Commentaries 
which go under 4:he names of Occumenius and Theo* 
phylact, being derived almost entirely from what I have 
transcriUed abpve put pf Chrysostpm, are as silent as he 
is upon the meaning of the words in cjucstipn. (Oeca-^ 
jnenius p. 46* vol. ii, TavTO r/ctq ^7%) Hj^v i(T(ag ^lye^ 

^oiq^ ccvsOig ol Xeyoi/leg 07k ^oji^a-cc^ ^£K(tii/ ^80$ Tavrrf 
ff,n:vf^o(^f:\)78 TSL fXT^Xfej* .v^ y.QLi e^eCpxvhtiou Tijc TO^xvTcCybux 
Ivixvx ov^x eig ye evvxv a^(^jxXei)/;"olx ytxi \fvv r/i^velxh Ti 
yx^f (pxon, TO. xTO'TToy, £1 ai7!yccy, Mo^je^ evoxog .yevyiJerxj^ 
yeevvvig 'y kxi "Kccg Vi rrXeove^iXy eLBo^XoXxr^eLx; TovTOVg ovi/ 
^ivt^Tlelxi kntoaioXog, ^v{koi yx^ i\ e7rxfy.ay\^' ^\^6tg v^xg 
e^x'^XTXTcOy <pyi(Ti, y,e]/oig Xoyoig^ y,^vcig he ^70ig (a,ji £XQy<T\f 

28. Theophylact, p. 550. Ti^xy yiveg oog eo^aeu, ol Xe^ 
f^ovTsg OLxq E(p£(noLg, otl C^o^v^^xi ^eXccu Qeog Txvrx x'^vir- 
yo^evae nrxevreXvi, fTi yxq xtotxtov tcj f iTre^v, Mct;/;£, Ivx 
£vo%og yev^lxi yeavvu eiTccy; n:cag Be crXeovf ktv^$ ei.Sco^ 
XoXx7^V)g ; TovTCvg ovy x^yu^rlifi^i A.7:.0(rfToXcg' ^vjXoi Se yix^ 
/rj £%^yo:y'/i* Islv^heig •Jij.xg t^x^^^x.^Tca yievoigj &c. 

F 3 29. The 
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29. The last Greek authority, which I have met with, 
is that of Euthymius Zigabenus ; who has transcribed 
into his Panoplia Dogmatica, the passage which we have 
given above (No. 15) from Cyrillus Alexandrinus, It 
may be found fol. 63 B. of tbe Latin translation. 

* 30. Let us now review, for a moment, the ground 
over which we have passed. We have referred to tzcen- 
ty-one Greek passages in which the words fi/ ti^ ^x(rLXeLac 
Tov Xjtj-Tou v{,cii Qeov are quoted. Of these we consider 
twelve (viz, the passages in Nos, 1, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 
2^, 23, ^5, 26, 27, 28) as determining nothing either 
way with respect to the meaning of those particular 
words: But then we, observe, that it is wot for the sake 
of those words that their quotations are made, The re- 
maining nine (viz, Nos, 2, 11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24, 
29) are with one voice, clear testimonies for your in- 
terpretation. That is, in fact, all the Greek authorities 
that do speak at all are on your side. 

• 

Of the Latin writers we refer to something more than 
thirty passages, sixteen of which we consider as signifi^ 
cant testimonies (viz. Nos, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, three in No. 7, 
No. 10, and in the Appendix, Nos. 6, 7, 16, 17, 21, 24, 
25.) And of these sixteen we may perhaps claim three 
(viz. Nos. 8, 9, 10) to your side \ the rest are plainly 
pgainst you. 

It is to be remarked, however, that such is the nature 
of those three^ th&t were wc to determine the true sense 

of 
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of the Greek merely from Latin Interpreters, they ought, 
perhaps, to be accounted of as much value as all the rest 
put together. 

The Latins, if they confined themselves solely to their 
own text (and it is a knov^'n fact, that few of them could 
pass beyond it) mui^t, from the natural order of the words 
almost necessarily have been led to that interpretation 
which we find they have adopted- And, to account for 
th^ frequency of their quoting this verse, we have seen, 
that their interpretation was valuable to them m contro- 
versy. Now, the Greeks also (if we for a moment ex- 
clude your rule, and suppose the passage to, be as umbi- 
guoiis to them, as it is undoubtedly in the I^tin) were 
actuated by the same hco inducements to have abounded 
in the same interpretation. For, Jirst^ the order of the 
words is the same. And secondly^ they would (as might 
easily be shewn*) have been equally glad to have availed 

themselves 



• Thus, for instance, tire tiUe of the 21st section of the Treatise, *' De 
Communi essentia Patris, Filii et Spiritus Sancti," among the works of 
Athanasius (vol. ii.) is 'Or* w^oTaTT«T»» tw n*T^? 6 Tlo^. Also Chrysostooa 
on 2 Thessal. xi. 16. YIqv w* t^a-tv o* to» flop i\a>TTovtri<;, tTrth^-n (j^ra, rov IlatTi- 
^a sy T9I %tt^^Tt rot; Aofr^ov ovojjut^iTxt ; l^ov ytk>^ fvrccv^cc rovva^nTtoi' io-Tiv, Avto^ 
(^ii«r» vpoJTOf) KV^to^ r,fui)v I»jcrcf 5 X§wTo^, f»T», Q Qsoq y.ai frarv^ rov xv^tow r/^ui;y, 
l^ayecvTiffo^, x,T, ^^, (Vol. xi, p 531\) And, on the same verse, Theodoret 
(p. 3S9, vol. 3.) Kat ravra ^s rijy A^iou x«i Evvofjuov ^Tuzc^f^iotv «A£y;^£(, xa,^ 
rnioaun^ aa^u^^ ui ev^» h rcc^tq rvf opofJWTUp ^w^o^ay at^iufxccrup ^ri^t. Toy yetfi 
flop eprav&» sr^piTolfi rov TLar^Qq, it. r. H, See also Theophylact and Oecu- 
menius on the same text. Again Oecumenius on Galat. i. 1. A»a Ucov X^k- 

^01; xAi Qsov 9r«T^(. 1.vifLU0ffen to, ^la, €Wt votT^i KCiX vlov xJtwtyoy, xai T^UTOP TCjr 

YtQp oyo/x<wGgyT« (vol. i. p. 7 1?.) And to mention 110 wore, Theophylact on an- 
other 
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themselves of a verse which should have siipplied them 
with those doclrinal topics which were, by t^e Latin 
church, derived from the clause in question^ How then, 
we mean to ask, did it happen, that no Greek ever 
adopted that interpretation ? 

To us, therefore, the question becomes this : Shall wp 
take the explanation ofa Greek passage from Greeks, pf 
prefer, from Latin writers, not the explanation of tbje 
Creek, but of a tramlatioii of it into their language ; 
vrhich translation, though capable of both meanings, and 
€0 originally not a false translation, would much mpr.e 
-naturally lead men to that sense which is contradictory 
©f the common Grecian idiom, and the uniform voice of 
Grecian interpreters ? 

I fancy. Sir, in fine, w^e may safely corclude, that our 
English translation of this verse, we have inherited, 
solely from the Latin text, and from the Latin inter-* 
prcters. 

I am. Sir, &c, 

Vt her passage (1 Cor. xii. 6.) 'o§a ^e ?rft>? row nwu^artf tfjuroa^n ir^«;rov, I'll 
'T^tvraifiv ^e rov FlaT^of, ^et rovf rvr ra^n v^^i^ya^oijuipovq. Thus far, as to fch^ 
precedency in naming. The Ibnowing maj suftlce with respect to the com- 
tnunity of operation. Athanasiusde Communi Essentia, &c. sect 35. *pn 
^(a ilovaix Ktci ^vvayui^ koh Eactr^Xna K»i 6sot»i? Tot; Ilar^aq Koci tiou, 1 heodoi et 
on jlomans, Ciiap. i. 7. X^^k vfM' ^.m Hfrum avo ®iov UoiiT^g T^/^f'V} tun xv- 
^tof IrffiV X^t^Tot;. At cjv *jj/,»i t^io»^t¥ -amrut^vq ^xr^^ xmi uiov rrjf urortira. 
i\o\. ill. p. 13.) Theophylact on Galat. c. i. v 1. , . . . . AAAa iJia bjcrou 
y^KTTWf xatt Qiov FIj^t^q?, rov sysj^jKro^ uvrov iK vbk^vk Kui fitv ai U^ce^uq 
VTTO rov HviviJi.cbroq arjPiOVffiv avror etipo^itrSijwti' ii? t»j» avoo-ToXfir* j)fX(>)> ovy, ot» fxiat 
t^overiob tioVf xfci UviVfAo/ro^f xat navfoi (p. 439.). And Oecumenius on St. 
James, i. 1, ©coy fAtt TLar^oi, Kv^iov h rov T*«y, uanrt it «! laov Uocr^oq koh 
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LETTER III. 






SIR, 

vJn yoUr next example (2Thess. i. 12.) my references 
are few ; so fevV, that at the most, I have not more thail 
ojie quotation, exclusive of those v^^hich are derived 
from the regular commentators : and so vide terminate y 
that in all which I can produce, there is not one of the 
passages which is decisive, either way, with respect to 
the required interpretation. 

We must beware, however, of laying too much stress 
on this lack of evidence, and by no means immediately 
regard it as a strong presumption, that the verse cannot 
Ibe a testimony to the Divinity of our Saviour, merely 
because w^e do not find, that it has been ordinarily cited 
as such by the ancient Fathers. 

The nature of those heresies which produced almost 
all the polemical writings of the ancient Church which 
are now extant, is sufficient to teach us not to look there 
particularly, for arguments in behalf of Christ's mere 
t)ivinity** In the controversies of those days it would 
have been of little use to produce passages of Scripture 

* GrCgor. Nyss^h. cotitra Eunorti. vol. ii. p. 2^5. *0ri 7*^ y.«» tt^o^** 

which 
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which spake of Christ as God, and did not withal con- 
vey something respecting the proper nature and dignity 
of his person, tt is those places where it is written " In 
the beginning was the Word''; whete he is called the " God ' 
over all, blessed for ever/' (Rom. ix. 5.) " the great God 
and ourSaviour,'' (Tit. ii. 13*) " the true God, and eterfial 
life,'* (1 John V. 20.) which were then of especial im- 
portance, and are accordingly perpetually insisted upon. 

1. I do not find our present verse in any writer earlier 
than St. Chrysostom. 

In th-e Homilies on this Epistle, the following is the 
whole of what he writes on the 12th verse. 

^Opx\ein:ev ey.H (i.e. in the 10th verse) ho^xv* Ei^ne 
yxL auTxv^x ei'TTsy^ oti a^vrroi ^o^^sj^oi/T^i, oocrTS Koci viotv%x(t^ 
6^;, ficrci/, ToXXu "xXeov *^i/, OTi ycxi rov &eou So^x^ovj'^Ut 
f iTTfv OTi x'zoXv^-^oyTXL Ti/iV SgE,xv fK£iyvjv' xXXx kxi evTxv^ 
^z (pvi3"i. Tov yxq Zea^KO^ou ho^x^Q[uevoVy y.xi bl SovXol Soc.x-^ 
^oy^xiy ol yx^ TOV SeiXTOTvjv ^o^a^ovTf^, '7:oXX(p li^xXXou 
ccvTQi So^x^oi/Txiy y.xk trovTcp xvtus^ y,xi> %Wf i^ toutov, hj^x 
fyx§ Ho-Tiv VI SXivJ/i^ vi Six XfiJTOv, ycxi^ ^xvtxxoxj ho^xv to 
i:qx<y\hX KxXei, xxtf OJ(p' xv xTi[uOv Ti n:x^o^\i.evy TOJovrsf 
^xXXo\/ ^ivof^e^a Xxii^T^oi, eiTX ntxXiv heiKW^ otl KXi 
rrpvTO xvTO tov Qsgv fjTi, $vj3-i, y.xTx tv^v xxqiv tov Qsov 
vfiu^tjv K^i xupiouli^crcu Xfio-TOi;* tc'jt£(7t;, txvt)^v t'/\\/ x^?^K 
v(juiy xvTog eSoJxev o Qeog, lux. So^x^ViTXi ev v)fA.^i/, y,xi ho^x^)^ . 
v,\ux(; ev xvTif. ntoog So^x^sTxt ev vi^^^v; OTi ovSev xvtov t^o- 
T;ua\u£v 'zocg So^xiou.e&x ev xvT(f '^ otl Svvxiuiu e^Xv\(pxi^€v 

ntx^^ 
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o^i.o\J yxq OTdv nceiqx^in.og cryf^/3iji, x^i o Qeog So^xisTxi, y,oci 
^[t^eig, ccvTOu i*.ev yxq So^xiovj^i/^ otl ovTcag vi\i.xg ei/eufw- 
7ev' vn**xg Se ^xvi^ucc^ovjiVy (m a^iovg Ixvrovg n^x^e(Ty,evx(^X' 
fii.6f/* 'KxvTx Se TxvTx xnco T\^g xx^i^og rov Qeov yivsTxi, 
Efa;Ta7j#.€j/ Sa vi*.xg, xSeX(pOiy UTfj, &c*. (Homil. iii. in 
secund. Epist. ad Thessalonic. vol. xi. p. 524.) 

I have designedly given this extract at considerable 
length, chiefly to save myself from much further trouble 
in writing, and you. Sir, in reading. I have already ob- 
served, that it is not in my power to produce any thing 
of direct and express testimony, on eifhej^ side, respect- 
ing the interpretation of this text in the Epistle to the 
Thessalonians. AVliatever therefore is to be gathered 
from my references, can only be by a comparison of the 
comment with the original, of the parts of each extract - 

* A passage or two from the same volume, may, at least, save us from mis- 
apprehending the above. In Homily III. on the ist Epistle to Timothy, we have 
the following ; Xat^ftv t^n rai uh/vofjtavctPti fja X^ior^ liiovv r« kv^m iifjMtf on 
Viffro9 fjL9 nyna^aro ^tfjLstoi uq heutoviav, (t Tim. i. i2<) O^ vu^ votrrax/^v to 
toivrov xocro^uiAM x^VTit, xeu ro vav avetri^niffi TSll ©£I2I> a^^ iirt Toavt/Toy, 
if la-ov ro avrsiovo'iop yi^ti Tw^Awetv^ai ; ^p* 562. ) Again, a little below : *0^a ya^ 
T» fna%. X*^^1^ ty^i ra ifhifx^aoLfXi |x« X^i^rai Iviffov, Tovro TOT 0EOT, s»t« 
roAty, TO avrouf *0r» vtar^v fit nyao'aro^ See also Oecumenius and Theophyla£t 
on the same passage. Again, Chrysostom (p. 678.) on 2 Tim. ii. x.) £t tskvov ' 
», sylt/yajMOt; ok <t9rey* ^^^oy ^, ovk wko rm ^^tiyniAaruf /xovov, a>Xx xai avo rviq 
;^at§tTo« rov ©EQY. ly^w^oi; ya^ ffimv, u ry xoi^vr^ rji sv XPISTfll IHZOY. 
TovTC0T», ^a Tf]( ;^a^iro( rov X^iarov, See also p. 724—725. In like manner 
Oecumenius on Rom. c* zvi. v. 20. vol. i. p. 4x2. H x^*^ '^°^ xv^tov ^/aoiv 
Irtjov X^toTot/ fAfd' tffiU9» AttfAn^if nt/Tov; T)i'( rov 0£OY x*i*^^^9 'm»tt awruaiii, 

G among 
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among themselves, and from a review of all the extracts 
takeh together. 

Now, were any one, in such a case, to set about mak- 
ing the necessary remarks in writing, and to undertake 
to point out, and estimate all the particulars upon which 
a just decision must depend, he would undoubtedly be 
carried on to a length which must be very irksome : and 
after all, he could not hope to convey half of what will 
be readily perceived in a perusal of the passages them- 
selves, with a moderate degree of attention. Philologi- 
cal probabilities are generally too Subtle to be appreci- 
ated, and explained by Words. They must be /<f//; they* 
cannot be described. In no part of science is it more 
difficult to procure assent from the ignorant, or the wil- 
ful: while in none do remarks seem so tedious and im- 
pertinent to those who do not need them. 

I shall hope, therefore, to be pardoned, if, through 
the remainder of this Letter, I produce little more than 
bare extracts. ^ 

2. Theodoret is my next testimony. — ^This is the whole 
of what he writes on the 11th and 12th veraes: 

TouTOu 5h xxqiv ai/TtfioXovf^su tov rrccv oXau ^eou, w<rrB 

^m affTB v\uag axt Tovg ^v\g iFKr^ec/tg ^\A<T^v\(T6ti Ha^ovg. e^yov 
Se 'KifT^eug evrxvda tv^v ev rotg T^fivjiuuflrj-xt/uto-ofAOvvji/ orpoo-vjyo- 
f£u<rfj/* ovT6i 7«f, Cpj^fTi, Kxi avTog avvij.LuSo^aj^vi(reTcciy kccl 
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Comment, in Loc.: Sdli we mav sa\\ at )c4;st^ that 
nothing appears agaxHsi us. 

3. My next quotation is from the Scholia of Jv\nm\c$ 
Damascenus. 

voi^. (Matt. V. 16.) Kxi TOVTO SiriKkUTiv ex Tvi; JjiJiffiTO; 

Tvj^ ^To crou (Forte fieou) Xgi'^OfA^cvof o*o$i«j, Cif ou5*V| Xo- 
yi(T^vi(TB7ai. E^ca*Tcois,eu Se uf^aj, &c. (Vol, ii. p. 2i;K) 
This comprehends the whole of his remarks on tho Titli 
verse. 

4. But^ perhaps, I have nothing to offer so mucli to 
your purpose, as my ncx;t authority. It is tho concluniou 
of the 121st of the Discourses of ITicodorus StuclitcM. 
These Discourses having never, as far as I know, l)ccn 
printed in the original Greek, I can appeal only to the 
I^tin translation, 

^' Quod superest, sanctus Dcus turn cum,*' (he I« 
speaking of one whom he calls Brother Socratc«<, then 
lately dead) " tumnos conscrvct, omniquc implcat hcun" 
fica voluntate, ac praepotente lidci proi>agatione, illo^^- 

Cf 3 trail ^1 
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trando per nos Domini nostri Jesu Christi nomine, nobis- 
que per eum, secundum gratiam Dei Dominique nostri 
Jesu Christi, cui gloria et imperium cum Patre, ac 
Sancto Spiritu, nunc, et semper, in omnemque perpe- 
tuitatem. Amen." (p. 275.) 

But, may we not be allowed to hazard a conjecture^ 
that the latter part of the original bears something like 
the following form ? — Oisoog evho^ct(T^\^ (or (0(tts evSo^aa"" 
6>li/^i) TO oi/ofiu« Tou Kufiou v)|Lfc«i/ h]crov X^KFTOv ev Vlli^iU, 
y.ai vnj^Big (or vjf*^^) fv ^utoj, kcctc^ t\^v %^fii/ nrov Qbov 
vhaiCoi/ yixi Kvqi^ov Ivj(70u Xf io'TOu, (f V) hoi^x y,cci to H^a^og (tvv 
IlaTf ^ H«i ayi(f 'Kvev\».ccTi j/w, y.xi xei, Kxi eig Tovg cticavxg 

There are therefore two questions; both of which, I 
presume, are to be answered in the affirmative. " Does 
this writer quote the Epistle to the Thessalonians?*' And 
secondly y ** Does he not understand the words tou ^eov 
^f^cyv yixi KUfiov, oi one Person, even Jesus Christ?" For, 
does he not use thena, just as St. Cyril of Jerusalem 
writes, xx^iti y,xi (piXxv^q(t)'Kia tov kv^iov hxi ^eov k«^ 
a'coT)^^og y\u(t)y lVi70v X^ttrrov ip v\ ho^x yixi to yi^xTog^ (rvu 
T&3 TLxT^iy yixi T(p xyiui n:vev\uXTi eig Tovg XLWi/xgj rrcoV' xiot}" 
v(t)v. (p.. 321) just' as St. Basil uses, hix tvj^ Smxioo'vuyg 

TOU.fifOU KflJi (TCOTl/l^Og V^fjuCt^V IVfJOV XfiJ"TOU, w v\ Bo^x y.xi TO 

yi^xTogy etg Tovg xiwvxg tuv xicaviwv.' Ajxv^v. (Vol." ii. 
p. 130.) or as St. Gregory — eig y,xvxvi\ux vij.iv ev vifjj,ffa 
T\^g e'KiCpxvHxg y.xi lLn:oy,x'hj^s(ag tou [i^eyxXov ^eo\j yixi 
ai^Xi'KO^[i^evog yi\s.ooy Ivjtou Xj^cttou, 5i' ou kxi f*€Q' o\j h 

lol,x 
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fjuoc*7iy VLOti vvv, ^cti ^ig Tovg aucvocg Twi/ ccKayuv. Afi^i^y. 
(Greg. Naz. vol. i. p. 145.) 

5. Oecumenius and Theopbylact, my last authorities, 
are as usual, only the counterpart of St. Chrysostom. 

^ Oi:u)g evhoi,x(T^\^ to ovo\t^x tov yv^iov. Ei y«p t«ut^7€- 
vviTxi (CpM^riv), w^Tfj £v 'TOig ccytoig etvTOv €t/^G^u(r&v]^eTxi o 
^eog, Kx&ag ai/a ei7cei/y ovnrag K«i ev Ufj^iv. So^aienrai^ ^xq^ 
Hx&ag Hxi xvca fiTOjUufi/, toiovtoji/ x^lcov ^ovg SovXovg xvrou* 
y,xi xvTOig he So^x sj-TXi. to to^outo/v v\i,i(ii7^xt. y\ ovrag 
vovifTOUj et T^Kvj^cao'ei to egyov tii^ n:i(TTe(ag v[a.^v ev hvvx\uei^ 
TOVTSJTLVy ev uTOfiuOv^ nsei2xcr\».(avy ioix(r^\^7eTxi o beog fy 
v^^Vy OTrSvyxTOvg KX*T£0'Tv^(ra icqog rro^o, mxi eyevqaxFe^ 
axi ufA.£i^ €1/ Ty 6f cu, OTi xE^i^ovg eSei^d^ie exvTOvg- (T\^g ^eixg , 
x^xn:vig kxl a^T^iKOv^ixg. Kxtx tvjv %xq^y *tov Qeov v\Ia*oou. 
Xxqig yxq n:xvTX txvtx Xfip'TOu. ov yxq vj(Uu£i^, $*1<3*^, 'Tc^og 
TxvTX eo'fA.ev Ikxuoi ^i x^ioiy x\X* ^ X^^^Q xvtov 5i' v}fjuc:;i/ 
n:xyTx MXToq^oi. E^coT(c\i.ey he vfj^xg, §cc. (Comment, ia 
loc. vol. ii. p. 192.) That this passage may not be dis- 
missed without all comment, let me observe, that the 
place to which he refers in the words yix&ug kxi xvca ei- 
oro^^eu, as explaining, how God is glorified, speaks only 
of the glory of Christ, It may be worth our while to 
transcribe a part of it. 

Otxv eX^}f evSo^X(r^Viuxi, To evSo^xa^yivx^yKXTx Svo 
yoeiTxr ori Tf So^x xvTfp etrTi to T^oXKovg eiuxi nrovg xyi^ 

Of;, olg ueXXfi [A^eTxhSouxt Tcav xjx&cay xv70v 

yixi 
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(P. 191.) 

6. 'Oxoi; €v5b$/«T6y .T^ ovofi^a Touxufiou mK^v Ivjcrot; Xfitr- 

aya'^vjg, n:ag ovh € jtaj^ tovto 5o^« auTw, on ovTag aiya&og 
€(/Ilu, (f)(TTa \jn;a^ ccxflov ^TofivH^Kf *v touj 5ovXou$; xa* qti ovrcj 
ivvccTog^ w(rTe vij.xg vev^ajxi^ tjoj ti^v uTOfjuoi/iitt^; xKXxxxi 
vyuB^g ev xv^ta, OTi ouTft? ncka^oi fiupf 6*it€ cy^TTf txvtx ncxir^ 

K<a;i xXKccg Se h 5*« XfidTOv ^Ki\^ig, SoB^x* on Xxi/u^r^ovg 
yuxKXotf ncoui^ xet f^fv eig ^xvxjov ^x^xSnBoii,evavgy a^e^T^ 
icvg Sa ^xvxTOv SfiiKi/uf^cvouf . 

KxTX TVjv xx^iv Tov &aov v^M^av K«i Kf f iou Imctou Xft^TTOU.] 

KXL XVrO TOl/TO, (pVJO-i, TOU fifOU €^Ti, K^i 0U% vif#.6Tef0t/, 

xWx xxqig «utou, to $o$«Cefirftaji, $V)fiui, ka:^ auTOv f v vifjuiv, 
Iti ovley ^afUTOy TgOTiffrcyfAev, cv^ yXvHVTefOv t^i/t^v, xat 
^{ju«^ fv xvn:(f^ OTt 3w^ff ti/ T^f' ^rvTOu \x\*.^xvo[$.av U'TOf«.£^ 
Vf*i/ 'TTtfcvT^^ Tou^ nsaiqx(T[i.ovg. Efft;Tft;[A£V 5€ iif4'«j, &c, 
(Theophylapt. Comment, in loc. p, 723,). 

I shall merely remark, with respect to these commen^- 
tators, that it is no argument against us, that they are 
not more explipit. For, if we had had them only to rely 
upon in our preceding Letter, we should have fared no 
better than we do here. Not one of the Commentaries 

conveys 
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conveys the meaning of the words £y mf ^atriXeia tou 

7. In the collections ^hich I have made on this text, 
from the Latin Fathers, there is nothing worthy of parti- 
cular notice. However, as I wish to avoid the imputa- 
tion of omitting any thing which may be thought of the 
least consequence towards ascertaining the meaning of 
the passages in question, I shall transcribe them into 
the second number of the Appendix. 

I am, Sir, &c. 



LETTER 
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LETTER ly. 



SIR, 



V-^F your next example (1 Tim. v. 21) I can produce 
fourteen quotations from Greek writers, and as many, at 
least, from the Latin. Yet, not in one instance is the 
passage explained as you i|iterpret it: some of them de- 
termine nothing either way, while the greater part cor- 
respond strictly in meaning with our English translation. 
The matter, however, is not immediately to be given up 
in despair. 

For, of these writers, all the Latin, and the Greek 
too, with a few exceptions, follow* either the reading, 

IvjiTOu; and therefore their altered interpretation is, in fact, 
so far from affording any argument against your theory, 
that it is rather, in some degree, a confirmation of it. 
The instances will then all come under the general ex- 
ception, where the second noun is ^ proper name. 

It may be said, indeed, that if we adopt either of these 
readings of the Fathers, >;ve fight against ourselves, and 
effettually disable the passage from the possibility of be- 
ipg produced as a testimony to the Divinity of our Savi- 
our. Nx) doubt. And, if either of them can be shewn 

to 
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tb be the true reading, who ^^rould hot adopt it? Only, 
the proof will not depend merely upon the citations of the 
Fathers. Recourse must also be had to manuscripts and 
versions. But, to undertake this, would be remote from 
OUT object: which is riot to establish^ or overthrow, any 
reading of the sacred text, but merely to bring forward 
the interpretations of ancient writers*. 

The Greek passages in which one- of the two above- 
mentioned readings is founds are the following: 

(1) Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromat. lib. 1. p. 318. 

* Notwithstanding what is said here^ it cannot be supposed that we 
fed Unconcerned with respect to the redding Ih. this pd&agfe. The fol- 
lowing is Wetstein's note on the word xt^ptow: " Omittunt, A* (Codex 
Alexandr.) D. (Cod. Claromont.) a prim^manu. F. (Cod. Augiens.) G. 
(God.Boernerian) 17. (Cod. Colbert.) SI. (Cod. J. Covelli.) YcrsioVulg. 
Copt. — Clemens. Basilius de Sp. Sancto 13. Ethic. 70. AthanasiusadSe- 
rap. de Sp. Sanct.Theodoretus. Lucifer i. Hilarius^ Pelagids> probante 
J. Millie proleg. 639. J. A. Bengelio." To the above, Griesbach adds the 
^thiopic Version, Hilarius Pictaviensis, and Sedulius. It is to be ob- 
«rved howeveri that all the Vienna mahuscripts, collated bf Prof. Alter 
(in number 8, besides a copy of the Slavonic version) excepting one, 
which passes immediately from rov Biov to x«* rv9 •xMxrut uyyVuiiv, 
contain the word jcv^^ov ; i.e. he mentions no other instance where that 
word is omitted. And this is the' case also with all the Moscow manu- 
scriptSi collated by Matthaei (in number 16). I speak here only of the 
Greek copies; for each of theni has besides, one copy of the Latin ver- 
sion, both of which omit the Domino, But do not the Vienna MSS. as 
well as the Moscow, for the most part, belong to the Recensio Byzan^ 
tina ? 

H (2) Atha- 



(2) Athanasius, Epist, 1. adSerapion, voL 1. p. 659^ 

(3) Again same Epist, p. 663. 



(4) Basil Magn. de Spiritu Sancto^ c* 13, vol. iii» 

p, 24. 

(5) Again, Moral, vol. ii. p. 305. 

(6) Theodoret. in loc. vol. iii. p. 485. 



(7) Again, vol. iii. p. 1041. 

(8) Martinus Papa. Epist. 5. Concil. Collect, vol. iiu 
p. 645. 

(9) Euthymius Zigabenus, iPanoplia Dogmatica, vol. 
ii. fol. 1, the passage of Athanasius, the same as the 
second example. 

(10) Again, vol. ii. foi. 6, the passage of Basil, ex* 
ample 4th above. And, 

(11) Antipater Bostrensis ad versus infamem Originem^ 
apud Damasceni Sacra Parallela, vol. ii. p. 771, reads* 
frov Qsov, Kat TOT Kv^iov hia-ov Xjicttou; which equally 
precludes us from looking for any assistance from his 
testimony. 

Of these examples, the 1st, 5th, 7th and Uth, give 
no explanation of the words tov Qeov kxl Ii^a-ou Xf icTTOu ; 

the 
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the rest interpret them of two persons, the Father, and 
the Son. 

Now, the fact being, with respect to the reading in 
these passages^ such as I have mentioned, it would be an 
useless piece of labour to go on to transcribe them. 
They are no longer any part of our materials. Besides, 
I am in haste to lay before you the remaining citations 
on this verse j as they present the only exceptions which 
I have found to your theory, and the only difficulty by 
which my researches have been perplexed and en- 
cumbered. 

1. The 6rst example is from the Homily on this pas- 
53gCf ^y St. Chrysostom. 

*TCtVTCi (puXflf^l^jf %«fif TfOKf *[ii.«TOf , fju^lSf 1/ TOiWV KUTOi IC^OO'^ 

exv70v f^M ctKTxuv^Big aiTf^v, $o/3ov(Atfi f^vj'^wf eiXXoiq yiyi- 
fv^g, ccuTog o^hxn^og yeuic^f^ai, ToXXy i^^xXXov ^e^^ Tifjuo- 
&eov ova ow ^iSfcrfiti, ov^fi ^ia-%uv6H» «XX<k tov fii.fi/ T«Tf f«, 
K^^ TOy vlov K«X^^ 'TPOi^aXocy^^ocusi eig ij^a^rv^^xp' *TOvg f^gj/- 
*roii axXEHTOVf ctyy^Xoug iLvog evekev, An:o moXX^/ig ensui^ 
jUiag' i-jrc* K«^ Mft^U(r;^f, k. t. <«. (Vol xi. p. 642.) 

Here, Sir, we have your readings and yet an interpret 
tatiQn directly contradictory to your's, 

Ha 2, Againa 
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2. Again, in the Scholia of Damasqenus, vol. U 
p. 265, the text bears the same form: but however, 
without any comment on any part of the passage. 

3. The Commentary of Qecumenius i§ again c^s express 
asChrysostom. 

» • > 

TO eavrov cij(paiX^ioi*.Bvogy ei t* rm f^t^ Seoylcifu yeyv^^cci^ 
ni Sm'^ot6 he TQv "jeajeqoc, kcci tqi/ vloy KccKe(^ccg ^aqTv^c^Qy 
y.oti Tovg ctyyeKovg (rvyyisaXviyieu; OTi K«i oivroi n:\ig aqto'ewg, 
X. T. X. (Vol. ii. p. 241.) ZT^r^ however, the text does 
not occur in the body of the comment; but it stands, in 
the form which I have mentioned, at the bead of the 
chapter. 

4. And lastly, Theophylact is as express as OecumC'- 
nius. 

Aiotij.aqnrvqo[A.cci> ev(an:iov rov Ofou, K«i yv^iou Ivfcrov Xfi<r^ 

TOVy y.xi Tcov eK\syirct3v (tyyekoav. ^ioike^e\g ^eqi "xoXXau 

TWi/ avcoTsqcOy vvu OTL Tef i Kqueag aiisey iioe.[A'Ctq7vqsTxy tfu- 

TOi/ y.xi Xtav (pq^viTeag. • Ov yaq si^siSyi Tifii^oftf og V)Vy \fSe(r&V}, 

ctXX* i^Q-^uXia-ccTO xv^Qv. Ei yxq nreqi bccvtov eXsySy fj^i^'xwg 

ctXXoig y,v\(^v^xgy avTog ctZoy,i\».og yev(fii[ux^' n^oXXtf f^xXXov 

n:eqi Ti[».o^eov ovk au ^5£(r6vy. KxXet Se fi^xq^v^x hxi> tou 

'T^xreqXy Kxi> Tov ulov, a^g xv eu Tif fiugXXou^r^ vi(iuf ^a evx'JoXo^ 

.yv^Tog \fy ei ti yevoiTO ncxqx to Seovy cag 'KxqxyyeiXxg^ 

Tovg Se xyyeXovg Tivog Ivekei/ ; k, t. X. (Theoph. in loc, 

' p, 784. 

Such 
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Such then is the -difficulty j and I must own, that I cantr 
sot furnish a satisfactory solution of it, 

A few remarks however may be suggested, 

The^first enquiry doubtless must be. Is it certain thai 
^ese writers really bad thq word nvfioy ? 

And here, it is worth our while to remark, that it can^ 
cot be shewn from the contexty the surest testimony of 
the reading of a commentator's manuscript, that any one 
of them had that word. It is true, we read it in our 
printed editions; but then we know, that continued 
Commentaries, such as these of which we speak, have 
often been very carelessly edited, with respect to the ori- 
ginal text ; and in that part, a common edition of the 
New Testament has frequently been followed by the 
printer, rather than the readings qf his manuscript*. 

It is desirable, therefore, to have had it in our power, 
to have consulted the best manuscripts of Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, and Oecumenius. 

On which account, it would be wrong were I to neg-, 
lect mentioning, that Matthaei, in his Greek Testament, 

* See Wctstein's Prolegomena^ p. yy. (205 Semler's edition) p. 7S* 
(208 Semler) and also his Animadversiones ad Examen Far, Lect. Ne^ 
cessar. vol. ii. p. 867. Grsec. Test, and Marsh's Michaelis, vol. ii. 
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has made use of koo MSS. of Chrysostom, one of Theo- 
phykct, and one of Oecumenius, on this Epistle, and 
he does not say that any one of them omits the kv^iov. 
Also the manuscript of St. Paul's Epistles, in the library 
of the University of Cambridge, marked 27 in the second 
part of Wetstein's Greek Testament, has the same read- 
ing, and the Scholium agrees, almost word for word, 
with that in Oecumenius, 

At the same time, I may be allowed to observe, that; 
if I mistake not, no manuscript of the New Testament 
has been found to contain the word kv^iov, which is not 
considerably younger than the days of Chrysostom, 

The next enquiry, in agitating this difficuhy, would 
naturally be. Whether these writers have quoted this 
verse any where else ; and if so, what is the reading, aiKj 
what the interpretation ? . 

But, unfortunately, the verse does not occur again, 
that I can find, in Chrysostorn, nor in the Commentary 
of Oecumenius, nor in those of the works of Theophy* 
lact which I have had the opportunity of examining, viz, 
the Commentaries on the Gospels, Acts of the Apostles, 
find St, Paul's Epistles; his own Letters^ the InstitutiQ 
Jlegia, and a few shorter pieces, 

But at least one may learn in xohat sense they explain^ 
or themselves use the words tov (df,o\j vicci kv^iov, when 
those words occur ordinarili/ in other parts of their writ^ 

Whjf 
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Why Sir, unfortunately I am obliged to say, that t 
believe those words, or any form of them (as, o Qeog xca 
Tiv^iog, Tp ©eoj Kcei^ xu^iw, &c.) do not occur a second 
time, (unless I have sought in vain) in Oecumenius, 
nor jnore than once, if once ^ in those works of Theophy- 
lact which I have mentioned ; and even for Chrysostom, 
though it is a hard thing to speak safely of four words 
out of twelve huge folio volumes, yet I think that not 
more than one such passage can be produced from the 
whole of his writings. 

We havem all ^e three snch forms as the following, in 
speaking of the tzvo Persons : viz. in Chrysostom (vol- 
X. p. 83.) AvTOig antovoiJua^ofA.8voij «XX' ou%t tw Xf^TTy 
nxi TQI Qe^. Again (vol. x. p. 230.) — Avo%{loig 6yfKv^ ii 
Six^o^a^ £1 Kai V) auTvj pvjri^ STrt iov 06ou, K«i TOT Xpttf"- 
*TOVy KCii vifiua;t/ eii^y^Txi. In Theophylact (in Epistolas 
p. 7.) PiTKO joxjv Tov Qeov n:xTqog^ aai TOT av^iou vjufi?*' 
lvi(TOv Xfi5-Tou. In Oecumenius (vol. i. p. 537.) Bcja- 

We have besides, more rarely in Chrysostom, but often 
enough in the two others, such forms as Me^e applied 
invariably to one person. Tvtv StSctjytaXtav rov ^aov hoi 
^(AiVipoq Mf^'Wv K0(7[iufii/ €y TiZTi ; (Chrysost.vol. xi. p. 757.) 
Tou yiv^iov Kxi &£ov y,fj^cov C\ 6e:c^icc e^'Tii/; (Theoph. in 
Evangel, p. 396.) ESoju.z^L(T£ </a^ o^n o Kvoiog kxi &€og 
yyuca]/ ovk aveXx^e thv tov «v6^wtov Cf^ujiv TeXeixVy v,fyovv 
a(a[i,x ii^BTx "^vx^S Xoyixvjj (Ibid. p. 566.) Kxt cog ^jx^ov^ 
Tdn/ ^say xjx^b^v^ ovra %^if6*v, kx; So^xie^v Toy sncayyei^ 

X^fu£vair 
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cuihenius vol. i. p. 261.) 

But, of the form tou ^eov axi Tiv^tov, in Theophy- 
lact I find no second example ; except that such was the 
reading of his manuscript (if we may trust the printed 
edition, and a copy of Tbeophylact, collated by Mat- 
thai) in 2 Tim. iv. 1. The Commentary certainly might 
suit well enough with one person. Thus, 

^oc\i.otqTvgiO\i.xi ovv evansiov tov &eov xai kv^lov hi(rov 

eVOO'KlOy TOM flcOU TOU ^OOOn^QlQVVTOq TX T^VT^* vvvi Se (po- 

/3£f WTf f 01/ oroif i TOu XoyoUy Tv\q K^Kreojg easivvig cti/a[f.vv\(rxg. 
•Exfii/oy yoc^f (p^<Tiy TOu [iu£XXovT^ ev^vi/ag a^T^acLTeii/, ju-a^- 
TV^a 'Tcoiovy^ai oti ovSe tovto ui:ey.(^vy\/oc x'ko crou. ZoJVTOig 
Sa,Hai.v£yi^ovg^ vi kii.x^'rcoKcvgXeye, &c. (p. 826.) 

Oecumenius, as I have already intimated, does not 
furnish us even with so small a matter as this. 

In the single passage which I have discovered in Chry* 
sostom, the words are evidently used of o?i€ person. 

Kxi Tt Xeyco tov 'ttj oCpvjTvji/ ; auTOv uya (toi tov nrov ncpo-- 

Tov*. (InHeliamet Viduam, vol. iii. p. 336.) 

Indeed, there is another place, where xygiov has evi- 
dently crept in, either by the fault of the transcriber, or 

the 



A^ ^ printer 5 o hut probably of the former*. The thir- 
teenth Terse of the sixth chapter of this same Epistle to 
Timothy, is printed at the head of the homily, in the edi- 
tions of Sir H. Savile, Pronto Ducaeus, and Montfaucon, 
in the following form. Ho^qayyeWa croi evcai^LOu tqv 0«cy 
fov iwo^oiowTOg. lOLiixyTXj ^xi KTPIOT Iwjlrou. X^io-tou, tou. 
fA.ct^Tv^>\a-avTogy &c. and yet, in the contexty ]we Riid in; 
every one of them the true reading, aai X^lttov Ivirov. 
This example will help us to conceive more easily how 
a similar interpolation may have taken place in those, 
other instances. Besides, in consequence of the resemb- 
lance among one another of these two verses, and 2Tim, 
iv. 1 . an unsteadiness and confusion in the readings has 
taken place in all of them. ^ 

But, in the scarcity of all the abovementioned evi- 
dence, our last recourse must be to other writers : not 
fpr examples where they pday have "quoted this text, and 
given us the same rc^dmgy for. we have already observ-r 
ed, that no such places are to be found; but for general 
instances of the form o &eog kxi Kv^tog. 'o Kv^iog y,cci ^eog 
occurs perpetually ; but the number which I have found 
of the other form is not great. It jis something, how- 
ever, to see that the phrase is always used of tw^ person. 

1. ^Kjxi nrovg n:ohccg eviTTft/ ocvTcay a-aficcutp "Tre^i^ot^j-a^j^evog 
uTv^og Qeog holi av^iog rrcxjv oXooy ova a^yv^cv 3vj^ &c. 
Clemens Alexandrin. Psedagog. 1. ii. c. 3. 

^ * For the two MSS. of Chrysostom^ collated by JProfessor Mattbaei, 
f pntain exactly the same error, and the same detection of it. 
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2. ^t'ta mm onftov iv\- lovid^' ^ov ^"^(J^btv^^/rx dev*7td&€VP 
kxi> Kvqiouj AyyBhov 'Cvoy^xiet Kbot^i^. Eii^bii Derrion- 
ttratk) Eyangelica, lib. i. c. 5. p.- IT. 

ftioig etv&^a'jcov^ hg (Tixxr^i ctvrovg. (of tRe Father.) * Itiidem 
I. i. c. 6. p, 60. 

y.ai yiVqiOviix^pvfiyi)^ nraqUMEke\}(TU^^cti Mttp.Siiotlriitt. Ibid. 
I. iv. c. 15. p. 178. 

5. Kai vw TOv Sevlri^v [t^e^u "tov rccu oXftH/ Sfov nixi ku- 
oiov, «UT0V 5v) Tou Qsov Aoyov i^^eiv etg Atyv^rr ovvi ntx^ovrx' 
<jrgo(pvjT£ifl: 7Vi\haivii. Of the Father. Ibid. 1. vi. c. 20. 
p. 296. 

' 6. tag Te yXm-ttag k^ctv^w tm e6i/w ei^ n:xi^^Ciatg iict* 
XcKTOif av^f^fonftav 'tow e^a 0£ai/ K«i xvf^ov €Ti>«i:^oufA.gvflf^. 
Ibid. l.vi. C.25. p. 306. ' 

^teqa^yicn. ffensoi^a o\j wv ^^caTov $tqi,ct^evog^ &c. Ibid.l. x. 
aPsalmo 21, p. 500. 

8. Et* nixtri *tovTOig ntqtg tov exvrov Qeov aui yivqiou y.oti 
^x^eqa TV1V evx^v xitOTeLvxg, &c. Ibid, p. 506^ 

9, /iiSccffKOPTCig rou Xoy4fv tnt o nau^ h\w &€^ koU M^iif^^ 
KXTx Twv Atrrrvf^tosv aitHh/i&xg *tx Keyoi^ei/d', &c. Ejus* 
dem in Hesaiss, cl 31. vol ii. p. 480. 

lo. 'O 
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10. 'jO ^f turs>^xf^ ^^^5 ^^* Hvpeg yf\t^v IwrovQ 
X^cr^of cvH f/3<uiA{«, . &:c. Ejusd. Histor. Ecdesiast, 
1. V. c. 28. 

£/%f fuH ^vAA^^vTAtf. Il;Md. 1. vli. c. 30, ex Epistola Syr 
nodi coqtca PiauIi&Qa Saiiaosateos^ 

12. ^H fTi TOi^ yiotTOixo[*.svoig Xutv) xaqxv ovx ^^^i. o Sg 

TiEi^vg 'TT^p^jTM^Xiji u(^ft?v T^ii H«f5i^^, Gr^g, Ny&$. vol. ii. 
p, 1076.. D^Mgrtpis Omt. " , 

13. Kxt fTi TOV l/fOV AS^fii. fXOfiV, TOl/ fifOV f/.OV Xai KU- 

j;av Ivi^ouv X^i^TOiv, oe,ro.TO\^ ^i^xKcciav, &;c, Greg. Nazianz. 
vol. i. p. 707* Orat. 44. 

14. KvifUT^av^A 7«ppugc h^rov^, «XX^ t^vtwi/ oXwv ^f- 
ov y.oci Kvqiovy tovt' fo-Ti Xfio-Tov. Cyril. Alexand. vol. 
iv. p. 907, 

'^^•f^xXHTOi/. Theodorcti Hist, Eccles, 1. ii, c, 21. Fides 
Afianorum api?d Nicen, Thr^Cr 

J 6. Ivio-ovg Ss &£og axi av^iog t(ov aXcww 7otig 'TroKeJi, 

&Cf Nilus Monachu3, vol. i, p. 20, 

» 

I a 17. Tois 
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17'. Tot; vjy^crviKO^ri tvjv airi^aveiau' i^vtov,' lyia-Cvg h boou 
cXccu Qeog re y.xi av^iog (r'T£(pavcu- S^aaiOO'vvyig erKUiyye\rai\ 
Idem, vol. i. p. 250. 

^ 18. &S(T'7corif ev(TBfia(r'70i'r(p KUi yaXv^vOT^To^,. viKV^Ty,'TfO-» 
i:cciovx<f9 y^^ xyoL'KtiiV'n tov Qeou hou kv^iov . v\{a^(cv Ivjjoyy 
Xfifl-Tov, KccudTavTivtp . Avy ov(rr(py &c. Martini Papse 
Epist. ad Constantin. Imperat. Concih Collection vol. iii, 
p. 625. 

19. Ev ovoit.x'n tov Qeov x^i av^iov y,cti (Tfarvi^og vi{».(av 
 IwjTOu X^tTTOu, ^cca-^Xevoi/rog 'Tou Sea-'T^orov, &C. Concil, 

Lateranens in Concilior. Collect, vol. iii. p. 688.- Anno 
Christi 649. 

20. TflfUT^ fiufv ouv civrog o rcav ayicou Qeog y,xi nv^iog 
vn*.cci/ Iv\(TOvg XfiJTO^ ^oXvii^e^cog re ytat ntoXur^oh^cag hiot rcov 
ctyim avrov Xxh/i^ag n^xrqcav n:eqi eocvrovy &c. Concil, 
Lateran. vol. iii. p. 889. Anno Christi 649. 

21. T\]g avx(rrcc(recog 'K^ia-nrov rqv aX>i^^vqv Qeov victi vlv- 
^lov Vi\tjcav Ivjo-ou, roxj vlov rov Qeov yixi aoxi^yov roov \j^x^^ 
rvqcav. Andr. Cretens, p. 176. 

22. Kxi ev^eccg avr\^ Bf fvtxvj, vj n:q(a)/iv oc\\uO(^(^oo\}<rXy ev fiu6- 
(Tip rvig iSixg Avrvig n:o'ke(ag Tlx^vexhog xve7rv\(T'e rta Qeca kxi 
Hv^tcp (TTv^X^v %aXKvjv £K ^xXyiov &e§i*.^XxTOv. Joan. Da- 
mascen. vol. i. p. $69. 

23. iitan^orxig ev(Te^jrxroig y,xiyxX\>\vorxroig^viy.^^rxig^ 
r^on:xioivxoigy rexvotg v\yxis'/i^evoig r^ Gaoo axi kv^lu) v^j^o^v 



{61) 

V04 Sovkog Tccv Bovkwv tov Qeov. Concil. Oecumcn, 6v 
vol. iv, p. 80. Anno Ghristi 787. 

24. H ovH i7\uev h^i h aryxbog v\ijuojv ^eog Moti Hv^iag, i 
y^ovog ccvay^a^^viTog, K«i at^cov tv^v o^iMCc^Ttau tov KO(rij.ov^ 
VKO ."Jto^vig nroug xxqxvuovg n:ohxg %^ve(r%eTO y,ai xe^^^i^'^BiTn 
hxi^ xii uT^XfiCpf yft^i SxK^v(riv^ Theo.dori Studitae Epis* 
tol. p. 6CX). 

25. Kxi TQvg XsyovTxg ti/jv (rxgax tov ©^ou hxl xyfipu ytxi 
^coTViqog \fi\u(tiu. Ivjj-ou Xfi(rTOu 6^ ovqxvay yiXTe'kv\'kv^eyxu 
Eyagrii Scholastiici Hi3t. £ccles. 1. ii. t- 18. p. 312, 

26. Tov (i.ovoj/ h^ov axi yiy^iov.x^vovvTX^. ^pSfv 5a$« 
/SouXofju^i/o^, OTi gl^ fcTTiv 'KxXxixg y,xi, i/£xg SLx&v\yii/ig Qeog 
Hxt Kv^^og l^^(rovg XfiCTO^, ei^v^yxyevy &c. Scholia in. Epis* 
tolara D. Judae, Vid. C.F. Matth^eiTest. Gra^c. Cathol, 
Epist. p. 835, 

These, Sir, are all the instances which I have noted. 
But, surely, these are not to be slighted, in determining 
the interpretation of the words, £i/oo7:iov rovQeovKxi xy- 

f It is obyious to rerpark, that the weight of these passages^ whatever 
it be, belongs equally to our preceding letter. They must be consider- 
ed, therefore, as transcribed, in some degree, for its sake. Also, the 
evidence which came before us upon C2 Thess. i. 12 J the subject of that 
letter, which ever way it may have appeared to incline, is plainly to be 
taken into the account here. — ^Neither must we omit to connect with 
these letters, what will occur below on St. Jude, v. 4, anil St< James, 
c. 1. y. 1. ^ 

Besides, 
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Besides, we might go op to produce a nuniber of w- 
,?njples, which should shew, th^t when the writer ha<J 
ta designate the tzvo personsj he ipr^riably quitte4 tj>^ 

Qeog KOii Kvpio$^ to adopt (among others) the form o 

Such are, for instance, Xg|i^t|ii$, Aut^; $b i Qeeg h^^ 

jar«Tiflfj K^jt J KUfio^ l^ifoug p XfifTP? (Epist. ad Romapps) 

Origen, AXXa toi/ %ft;f io-fj^ov rrvi^ vj^f %»l^ «'^o T^v ©f av, ¥4^^ 
«rou Kv^iov ocvTOv, y.oti n:ov iyiov 'ji/fufAaTOf . (Commentar. 
in Joann. vol. ii. p. 216), Clemens Romanus (as quot- 
ied-by St. Basil de Spiritu Sanctd c, 29, vol, iii. p. 61.) 

(*.<? TO ay LOU f and Eusebius, Eti tou ©tou tou Tai/TOKj^TO- 

fO^, K^i TOU KV^iOV Vlfii^Wl/ IvjJ-OU XfiiTTOU jU^afTUfOfjueft^, SfiK- 

ifuv^i €%oi/Tf ^, &c, (Apud Athanasium, voLi. p,239,) 

« 

It is now time that we should quit this text. Nor have 

1 any thing else to say at parting, but tQ repeat, that T 
J know not how the difficulty is to be removed<» other- 
wise than by supposing that Kujfov did not come from the 
pen either of Chryspstom, Oequmenius, or Theophylact 



* 



* Though still there would remain something to explain, on account 
pf its appearing in Mr. Matthsei*s manuscripts, and others 5 for instance, 
Wctstein*s Codex 27. For these probably were the work of Greek tran- 
jfcribprs. Or, is it epough to hear what Mr. Matthaei has told us ? " V% 
pmm al.ii scribs textum conformabant scholiis, ita eum alii, contra scho^ 
lia^ conformabant ceteris minus corruptis codicib^s. Igitur etiam ii) 
Chrysostomo accidit, ut baud raro lectio ab ejvis i^terfr^tation^ ^issen-s 
|iret.'* F^efat. in omnes I). Pauli E^istolas. 

I ha4 
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I had indeed once thought, that the appellation xvfis; 
might, perhaps, have become so appropriated to our Sa-» 
viour, as to be considered as 2l proper name, just as " our 
I-ord" is sometimes among us : in which case tou Qeou, 
xAJ Kv^iov hju-ov Xpi^TOv might have been understood ia 
the same meaning, and have fallen under the same rule 
with Tov Qeov^ neti Ipjtou X^irrou. But I have found ii0 
^/Aer evidence for this notion*. 



Your next example (2 Tim. iv. 1,) would now require 
ouf attention : And th^re might seem to be some reason 
to hope for assistance there with respect to our past dif** 
ficulties. But the fatt is, I have met with this verse no 
where, but only when it takes its turn in the Commen- 
taries of Chrysostom, Theodoret, Damascenus, Oecu- 
menius and Theophylact : And in all these places,, except 
the last, which I have already transcribed, the reading 
is not Tov &eov koli kv^^ov^ which alone could make them 
objects for our notice; but the commoji reading (till 
Griesbach, who has thrown the tov hv^iov into his mar- 
gin) of our printed editions, viz. tov Qeov Kai tov kvo^ov. 

^ *0^^ot; h xfu mt yifAtrt^ott tv^tfiueif, h^a^nup, Uct fAtv tihveu 0ioy aytvfirntf 
rov TLaTiq»y iy» ^s ytfnftot Kv^ioir, tov Ytov, ©ity /aiv, oray xa9 iavrov >jynTau^ 
w^oa'ayo^vofAifoVf Kv^oir h, otolv yt,tra TJut^o; ofOf/M^viTM, ro (jlu cut mi* (pvct¥ 
TO h ^ot rri9 iAop»^^i»». Gregor. Nazianzen. Orat. 23. vol. i. p. 420. 

Tn/y ya^ opofxctran rx fAiP tm itxuvoty ret ^ iita, xotvet fAfjr l»» ro afro^oMaKTov 
hi^vi rrii ova-M^f »^a ^1 hat T*}» *^ot»»t« %a$«xTfjg»^i) ruv viroffrao-iw. To fit9 ovw 
Hotni^ xeu ttoq, »^«ov Inaar'n^ vvoffrata-tu^, t« ^ @iO( xat Kv^iof, xonroy. iwu evy 
TiOfixf itoiKv ovo/AA TO, IK Osof, i^9)6d xftt Tot/ iJia^ofTOf, l»» yw^tffifi Ttva fiicif^ 
Chrysostom De Incoipprehensibili Dei Natura, vol. i. p. 482. See also 
vol. ii. p. 708. 

It 
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It )s> therefore, needless to transcribe the passages. In- 
deed, I may just remark, that there runs through the. 
whole (excepting Damascenus, who has nothing but the 
bare text) a great resemblance, derived, as usual, from 
Chrysostom : so that Theophylact may serve as a toler- 
able representation of them all. There is not one of 
them more particular and determinate than he is. 

The Latin Fathers, almost without any exception, here 
as well as in 1 Tim. v. 21, entirely omit the Domini*. . 

• • . * 

I must not close this Letter, without apologizing foy 
detaining you so long, to so little purpose* 

I am. Sir, fee*- 



* See Appendix, No. 4. 
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LETTER V-. 
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IVJLaNY modern writers understand this wliole sert-^ 
tence'* (says Dr. Samuel Clarke j speaking of Titus, ti.iu 
13.) " to belong to one and the same person^ viz. Christ^ 
as if the words should have been rendered. The appear^ 
^^S ^ oiir great God and Sabiour^ Jesus Christ i Whick 
comtructibh* the wordis .will indeed grammatkally l^eaf; 
as db also those in 2.Pet4 i* i. But it is much moi* rea* 
isonablej and more agreeable to the whole tenot- of Scrips 
ture, to understand the former part of tlie words to relate 
to the Father: the word God, with any high title or epi^ 
thet annexed) always signifying the Father only: See 
above, ch. 1. sect. 3^ and my Commentary on 40 select 
textSj in answer to Mr. Nelspn, p. 85 »" (Scripture Doc- 
trine of the Trinity, chap^ ii^ sect; 1* No* 541. p^ %9\ 
Lond* 17320 

> 

Again; the following is the whole of Dr. Benson's 
note On that passage* in his Commentary on the Epis* 
tles."^^" The litefal translation is^ And {or .even) the ap*^ 
pearing of the glory of the great Gody and of our Saviour 
Jesus Christ. Our Saviour Jesus Christ will appear at 
the last day, clothed ;n his own gloryi attended by his 

K . Father's 
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Father^s glory, as well as accompanied with all the iifi- 
gels^ (Mat xvi. 27. and xxv. 31. Mark viil. 38. Luke 
ix. 26.) By *\ the great GocC' therefore, must be under- 
stood, the one God ajxd F^ttkerpf^ll, who is here, and 
everywhere else, most evidently distinguished from our 
Saviour Jesus Christ. And this title, . " the great God^^ 
is never, in Scripture, applied to Jesus Christy \^ fre- 
quently to the Father, and to him alone*/' 

Now, I b€;iieve, that no man could transcribe the 
^bove paragraphs, whatever might be h;$ religious creed, 
without feeling powerfully tempted to enter fais protest 
Against the ^trangmhess^s oi reasoning in. both of theror 
jBut I have resolved to keep as clear as pos$fbie &om aH 
tbe other arguments which may be, or ever have been 
wged in behalf of either interpretation of the text; and 
to confine myself strictly to my mon proper object.—- 
Wherefore, my motive in making these extracts, was 
only to shew, in general, (what it needs no comment te 
explain) in hpw badly a settled state, writers so deserv- 
edly esteemed as Doctors Clarke and Benson, have suf- 
fered themselves to leave this passage; and how much 
more those persons who have taken their way of under- 
standing it from them, must have been led by the autho- 
rity of their names, than the goodness of their arguments; 
so that we may the less wonder, that it should be left to 
this late day, to examine more perfectly, what ought ia 

* The expression ,'* great God'* in the New Testament qccari (but the 
reading is dubious) in 07/f other passage (Revelat. c. xix. v. 17.). And, 
as to the interpretation,, (oa ihe supposition of the truth of that reading) 
compare v. 9, of the same chapter^ - 

reasoa 



reason to hare been the ground-warkt>f. all the rest, tKe 
philological nature of the clause in dispute. 

You, Sir, at last, have boldly declared, not " that the 
words zvill indeed grammaticaUj/ bear that construction,'* 
but, that the/r tniist^^ and can bear na other* 

The subject of my Letter is, to enquire, whether they 
ewer did bear any other sense, during the times while the 
Greek was a native language. 

1.^ The^rst authority, in our order, is Clemens Alex-- 
andrinus. I shall be contented to transcribe him for his 
antiquity ; and not stop to enquire, whether one might 
not also justly claim from him that interpretation which 
we are in quest of. 

vjiuyv Ivjjov .XpicTTtiu. TovTO bctti to ocj\f^6t TO vLxivov (Psalm 
xcviii. i. Apoc. V. 9;) y\ m(p,xyetx v^ wi/ £KA«]*\|/«<r^ fv ^ 

v]it,iv TQv eu a^X^ ouTog,. acH 'x^ooyTog Aa^yov ^Tf^avn 5g 
ivacyx^gtb nsoom (jWTVjp' emidpotv^ o ev T(f ovti wv, OTi o Ao* 

K 2 Sf^H- 



(pay€i.g cog SiSccjyiukcg^ \yoL to olh ^^v WTeoov wg Qeog %0f vj- 
7yi^V* (Cohortat ad Gent, vol i. p. 7.) 

2. Hippolytus, in his treatise de Anti-Christd, at the 
CTidj alludes at least to our clause, and has left no un- 
certainty about the way in which he would have inter- 
preted it, 

TcevTx trot •jr^jgtrTvjca Six ^^xx^cav /xqU7u\i.evog^ Qeo^iXe^ 
Vno^g ^vXcc(r<T6)f/ y^e^cL "Kij^eccg t« yiy^ot\t.\s.£vXy y,xi ncSo^e^ 
'Ttctiu T« e(TO{»^eycty ctn:^07y.onsov eavTov y.ai Qecp ytcti cci/^ocoicoig 
(pvka^ifg, 7:^o<rSexoiJ^suog rvju \i.ccyiOL^iav eK^iSoi, viccC ^ncid^om 
veio^y rrov Qeov aai (rooTv\^og yy^wv, ev if avcctsTTVis-^g ^oag iyi^ 
^ ovg y,it.Qov dvv ccvioig 6uCpfav6H^€T«/, hoi^oc'^Qav 'kcl^ocC' ^utoi 
H ioi,x ekg TOvg xTeXevi^iTovg ctimag im ocicoviav^ A\f^v\v, 

' S. Next the works of St, Athanasius tvill supply us ' 
with three examples. 
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After quoting St. Matthew, i. 23. he goes on: Ti h 

^a^xh(ng SiSxuKer tgv fi^ev {ji^xHu^Lov UeT^oif Xkryoy^rog ' 
XficTTOu cvv Irrte^ y\i^wv ntx^ovtcg o-«fxr (1 Pet, iv, 1,) tov * 
Zt lixyUyj ^f^^ovTOf, ^^ocr&exofi^eyoi tvji/- {uxkx^ixv eX'xiSx * 
^xt eniiC^xyeyxy TVif hoiyig Tov^j.eyxkQy @eo\) Kxi '(r<orTi^^og v|(i^a;y ' 
ivjo-OL/'Xf^o-TOt;' hg eSmey Ixv^oy vi^e^ yjA.m, lyx XQro(a(fyiTXi '^ 
vili^xg x%o n:x(Ty\g xyci^^xg^ axi Kx^x^i(r\f exv^^ Xxoy/i^e^LOij'^ ' 
mv, <vjX(yTvij/ mKw e^yoiy, (Epistola ai Adelphfuin ' 

Episcop, ^* 
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Eplscop: vol. i. p. 91 5. J The passage is produced/ to 
^ew, that Gad came in the Jiesh. 

4. In the Treatise De Commwii Essentid Palrh^ Filii 
^ttSph'itus Sanctiy there is a section {27th) whose title is, 
'Ot; f4.eyag@eog £KAvjftti o vlcg: and he produces this verse 
of the Epistle to Titus, and Romans c. ix. v. 5. in proof 
of that position, 

5. The ^A/rrf quotation from the works of Athanasius, 
I have already transcribed, at length, in my second Let^ 
ter. (See No. 2.) Only 1 may remark, once for all, (if 
it should be -said, that tliis, and several other passages 
are not attributed to their true authors) that the matter 
is not of much importance; nay, that they are then auLy 
SO many more sepoi^ate testimonies, 

6. The following is from the 1 5th of the Discourses 
on the creed by St. Cyril of Jerusalem. It is that Dis- 
course on the clause, ** From thence he shall come, to 
jud^e the quick and the dead/' 

13Sv\ yicci HzvXos TCtg Zvo itctqovjioig rravTCcg (Tv\[i.ctivBi^ 
y^«<p6?i/» %^r>g .TiTOv, iiai Xeyiov, E^fCpavi^ A X^^^g ''^w 
i^iov 'Toy .(TOiiTi^^cg./jt^^iu a^^^ioiroigy ^atSevovTa ^f^^^, lux 

fci)(p^ovwg y.cti evffeficffg x^i BiMicog ^vio-aiA^eu ev t^ uvv auovi, 

hf ^V -jjoo-^OKWfiwfy. (p. 224. §. 2. Catech. 15.) 

A feur 
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A.few^vrords,. from the same Diw:<ftirst,. iiiay sevvezS 
a Commentary on the above : Hte is now speaking, of the 
dominion, and the ravages of Antichrist. E'^r^ ^^ix Se 
&t^'ii.OiMc, Kcti ffcV|yflf$ t^ Va toiav^a, roK[u^aoigy vm tv)^ 5€v- 
*r€i^e^. e^-.oxiJ^uucov'£uSoE,ov'm^(nt(riag tqv iJi^ovvy.evoug^ vlov *ro\f 
©eou axtros^ysurmy tou av^iov v.ai (rco'rv]2pg.\^{»Af)v Ivitov, Xf i«^ 
ooti Tou' tfXvjAov^: 6$ av£KuU' tow AvTi%f ijrrow t^) TV^vf^ar^' 

230. sect. 12.) 

7. Epiphanius is our next authority. 

Oecp.Si Tio^, says he; and then goes on to add, as< 
proofs of this^assertion, E^ wv (p^ari^ h 'X^ifrrogHoifa a^ycxiyM 

bsfiiv^etKi.nrxmrwu Qeog* >i, ot* sv^ ^fOCV vjy.o; Ao7a$, xai'. 

Aoyo^ v\v "X^og lov Qaov^ y.c6h Qsog. vjv o Anyog^ it;. Iwaa* 'Ttft^' 
S^Soc(r>ixXiau TO\j G-ajTVi^og v\\i.(av K07\M.yitT(a(Tiy'' (Tit. ii. 10.) vi, 

nHt&iy QLv'i^iamotg^ hihu(T.^ov(Tct'V,\u»g\ ^/\y,ieXD\^'e^tl*7^^^^yas>> 

[i^xTogy &c. (Adversus Haeres. 1.3. torn. 1. p. 894. 

This whok passagveioccurs-aisa ag^ini'-Ancorai.-s^ctp 
69«.yoLii. p.74v Andtheversei&qnated vali^L p. 8^4^ 
8^88^ but without any remarks. . ..v : 



. & 13iis:text I find /ibvrtkn«s<qu6t€tdiiiTtbGr€ang}i 
luiae which! have exasniiaed of^tkiid £i«(M^^edkion of^ 
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^e writings of Ephraem Syrus, The J^'st is in a dls- 
courde oiv^hc second coming of our Saviour, * * 

k c 

Km Mvy^t (*thc good) lurxi/nrati Ika^i ttat <f>xi6^i Kart 

9. Again, Twr€ ol ^>jv rT€v>yv nat ^fi6Xif».fju«i.^v^ oJor /3^- 

v^i^y orou isfsyxkav Qeov k«i trcaT^og vrfji^tw It^jTOv * Xf ^c-'Tov. 
Ef%€'W* yxfivft ev^ctyif rovg aywviioii^evvvg au xy^vTi/tiztg, 
Mai T^^f^jg*^^, K«t €y vi>j(rTeixiCy y^i eXevji^oJ-vi/cag. Ef%£- 
T«i /y« fxApf^rt^ ^ovg 'TFEv^ovrrrccg, — E^%€^xi ovx bti ccn:o 
^H?, ^\X* alto Tov oi/^ctvou wg ^TT^axt^ ^ofie^x. x. t. X. 
(p.Tofi.) 

10. And lastly, O Se e^xneXov^Gyj tv! o^oj tcu X^iT-rov 

lBlOi/x<»i {ra?flr^j V}jUuft)y Ii/crou Xfio-TOt;. Oi5« 3s ot; f^v v/- 

Ki^aifg, oun enpev^oft^xi rrvyg Xutv^^* xxi crv \^ev aTeXevjif 
, tvafyy€Xi!^ofi,8vog rxa n^ot^qi ^ov tm ^xravxy dx^yxai^av tot 

«£f T^WTC '^f^CW.- (p. Tf.) 

* 

11. St. Basil the Great will likewise furnish u,s with a 
iaf&cient number of references. 

Ejt* 
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1^67^ ayic&ov^ TOUTO Se co'tiv o Qeog' hbev mi Tla^uXeg u^ofA^ 
vviJiv (*.6XXwv ntouia^xi TkqKTTOiJi accnra tvjv em^avetocv Cpvi-» 
ci Tov yi^Kotf^ov Qaov h«>. (F&}rvi^og v\i»,<av hidov X^i(rTov» 
pMKx^iO^ tya^ r(p outl Ta ^utok^Xov. (Homil. in Psalm; K 
p,22. vol. i.) % 

12. Again : In the Treatise against EiinomiuS^ havingf 
demanded whether St. Paul, calling Christ em 'xavTcaif 
.©5Ct^, (Rom. ix. 5.) can mean, that He should be. ac- 
jcounted greater than the Father, he continues^ in.,th* 
.same strain, 'O li^eyxg QeDg ova au eKoLTn^cnv eivi Ifrepo^ 

*TViu ifi^Ko^ixu eXiciSa Kcct> mi^xvekav jv^g Bo^yig- tow i*^^ 
^akOM G£Ou y,Ai awlvi^og i^pua;i/ Ivfjov X^i(r70u, lA^eiioudli 
fTOv nta^^ag evov^je'^ lov ^a^ ulou tv^v £7r*(f)ai/fAflfj/ k^a 'scc^ou*' 
aiav e3iSexoi**e^a^ ov ^ov ^cc^qog. ahixK^iiwg ovv eig 'jr^erf* 
^«: Y,cci Big vlov tocvtx Xsyarui, hcci ov nca^T^^ftViq'^^hBv^gi 
(Contra £unom. L iv* vol. i. p. 294.) 

13. nXyiV EitE ncqOTyictiqog Bifiiv h mBiqot^\t.oi^ ^a^^cicrUTB 
AVTOVy ol aaKoi rev K^ktiov xyaviffTo^r etae nm t^ (jsxvie^ 

xai E^Kid^ccyeiocv tgu i*.eyxXGv Oeov KXk tran^^^qog iipuwi/ Ikto'^w 
XfXCTOv. H <yxq 'Tcxcrx vj KTitng Xu6vjcr€<7a*, HXi> if^e*TX*j^Oi^^vff^ 
crerat to crxv{\t,x tou KO(Tii*ov tovtou^ <n fifljvffcfljo'TOV kjp* 
yjif^xg ntx^Eiu Tx Miyx craSn, &G, ^(BasiU Mag. vol. iiK 
p. 231. EpistoL 139* 
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14. There is scarcely any writer of these tumultuous 
times, who does not stand forward to augment the num- 
ber of our testimonies on this important verse. 

Gregory Nyssen, after declaring that Prophets, and 
Evangelists, and Disciples, and Apostles, all proclaim 
the Deity of Christ, adds, a little below ; Tvii/ Sa tov 

vcojiv o[A.oKoytccVy tv^v tb tov Icoxvvov f<.6yaXo(p«vi«j/, cag 
^^oSviXov ou(TBtv Kxt TOig eiiOl) Ti^g 'X^ff^ecog (Tioi>it¥iTO[t,cti. AXX* 
euSg n:xg HxvXov (pavxg 3i' xn^ifieixg on*^xi Seiv ^r^f tfTidfx- 
6x1 y og ov 1^01/01/ Qeovy xWxKXi i*.Byxv ©£0v, }ixi en^i t^v- 
Tcav Qeov ovo^t^xiei tov nvqiov. nsqog [i^Ey ^ 'PiO\uxiovg Xeycov* 
in ay ol ncxTe^egy kxi €^ iv h X^i(rTog to xxtx jagaxy o 
m eii:i 'tfxutuv Qsog evXoy\i]'TOg eig Tovg x^(avxg' nt^og Se tov 
fj^x&viTViv exvTOv TiTOi/ y^x^ei, Hxrx tv^v e'Xi^xvsixv <tov 
ft^eyxXov Qeov axi ffarv^^og ^fiuAiv li^crov X^ttTTOv* T^t^o^etf 
Sa Stx^^i^Svju fioxy 07i Qeog 6(px)/s^(i)^)^ ivtrxqyuy eii^xica^v^ 
eu n:vBv\i.xTi. (Contra Eunomium. Orat. 10. vol. ii. p. 265.) 

13. The same writer, in another place, recounting 
many scriptural appellations of our Saviour, evidently z'e- 
fers to this passage; and the place is valuable, being in a 
controversial work, and shewing, by a sort of positive evi- 
dence, what however po one could doubt of, after once 
considering the nature of the case, that the Arians, and 
other heretics of those days, arfm/ffcrfj/c^wr interpretation. 
He does it, (says Gregory, speaking of Eumonius) with 
this design. 
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y,ai e^JTi ^kuviw)/ Qeog, keci MEf AS Qeog, yixi af%a;i/ eigv^i/v^g^ 
Hat ncxTviq tov iJ.eXKovTog^ cckcayogy Kat <KavTa, iol TOkavrroiy 

>;)^£i Kat *T>\g a^iotg vjv e[t.(^akyBi Tcav ovof^cc^ooy vj SwaiM^ig^ 
•(Contra Eunom. Orat. 12. vohiL p> S70.) 

16. Again, in a passage not very dissimilar, bespeaks 
expressly of the Scriptures of SL PauL 

'Otccv Se (pt^eu) to vTroaeLiA^auou [vT£^iiSLfj.Buov below No* 
44) aai vics^exou ntavroe, vow Kvjfucrcr^, TOig uv^vjX^Te^o^ 

KgJ^fVjT^i TCCV OVOfA^ATCOUy fJI ^JtCiVTCtil^ ©£01/, KAi l^er/CCU QbOV^ 

Se TViV avacryxcciwg Si>a to y^^i.£r€^ov audfvff, &c* (Contra 
Eunom. Oxat. 5. vol- ii. p- 167.) 

17. At another time he reckons up, at cotisiderable 
length, the several names attributed to Christ in St- Paul's 
•writings. 

AXX« Sa aai et^uivi/iv avtoi/ €x«Xg(7f, axL (pc^g xit^ociTOU 
eu (p otKei O'Qeogy 0Lyix<j\AsQv T€ y^xi x'TsoXvT^ccinuy uqxkaqeci 
^a i*.ayxify Y.XI llix(7%Xy iX^cTT^fiOv \^v%a?y, i«'^«yy;i:(7fiu^ 5o^-« 
^£i %ia:f«KTHf^ v'7tQ(7n:xG-a(j:gy x«a t/o^vjtvjv xiwvwuy fi^ufjua 
maviJ^x'TL'KOv axi n:c\^Xy y.xk TtT^xv^ y,xi \)Oxq^ &6i*.aXiou 
^Kj-'zeccgy y,xiycx>v^xg y.aCl)x\Viy^ kx^ 0£Ou tol* xooxrov ei>iova 
x^iMErAN @EO]^y y.e(pxKyiV Tf tov tvj; fKxXvjcri^t; (To^iuXTog^ 

iiXh 
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^.xi Ty^g y.aivvif; mtite'j}; "tt^cctotoxou, &c. (Vol. ii. p. 708, 
Pe Perfecta Christiani forma.) 

18. And lastly, in the same treatise r 

Eiinovsc Se rrov Qbov tov xo^utov tov ^^icttcv ovofjux- 

iot)i/ IlxvKog TOu €m ntxvTcay ©eov, KXi fj^eyxu 0f oj/ {vtxi> 
^xvraig yx^ rxig (pctivxig xvxk^^vtcth tou «Xvj6ii/ou ^s^'^ro- 
Tov rro i^^SfyxXeioVy Xeycov^ "tov ^eyxXov Qeov y.xi (rcaTyiqog 
M\3.(f)v Ivjtrou 'K^KTTOVy xxi, e^ m o X^io-ragy to yixnrx jx^ax, 
m em "T^xurrcjv &£og evXoy\>^Tog eig rovg xnavxg) txvtxovv 
X&yiav n:ov^ m^xihtvei^ &c. (P. 719. vol. ii.) 

19. In Gregory Nazianzen I have not found any thing 
niore to our purpose than the following : 

¥jti (TcaioiTS cu(r^£ f Ti^, hSxjyixXiXy ovtcc hxi Txig £v%xig 
e\j.s T£y xxi TO U^ov TOVTO "XO^ij^uiOUy eig X(r(pxKeLxv eij^oi, 
, SLg y.xvx^\*.x v[kiv vj vif^£f a £i:i(^xy£ixg y.xi e'T^j^y.xXvsLeccg 
Tov lA^eyxXov Qeov yczi x^%ii:oi[t,Evog Vi\t^(a]/ Ivijov Xfio'TOv, 
(5^' oVy y.ai fjygd' ov ^j BoE^x n:xTqi ^xuroyi^XTO^^^ crvv toj 
^yica yixi i(aoi:oi(£i cri/eufx^Ti, y,xi vvv, kxi e^g nrovg xicouxg 
<TWi/ xioovccv. AffV^y. (Orat. 7. vql. i. p. 145.) 

v. 

20. In the writings comprised in the Benedictine edi- 
tion of Chrysostom, I find this verse -^quoted fourteen 
times. Th^ abundance of my materials ipclines me to 
wish to be as concise as possible. But, as I lay claim 
only to the title of an /ionesi compiler^ I must take care 
to be intelligible, tho' at the expence of being thought 
un\yieldy ^nd cumbersome. 
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TO) vl(f. (John V. 22.) ovk evrev^av Se touto ^i^ovou ^vjXov, 
aXXcc Kcti fx Ta?v e^\ig' ov \b.ovov Se ei*^oi, otXKx y.ak n:a(Ti 
TOig vj7«T»iK0(ji TV)!/ fTTi^^vai^j/ ^WTOV (2 Tim. c. iv. 
V. 8.) Tii/og Ss etTTiv ^ f Tr^^^i/f id{ ; a:KOua-ov uvtov Xf- 
<yovTO$' e*7Pe(pAvv^ H %«p*S '70U 0€ou vj (Tcinyi^iog ntct(TL)/ ccv" 
^^(a'TCOig, n:uiZevov<Tct \^\s*ccg Ivce, aqyvi7X\uevoi Tv\y ccje^ei^ay 
y,xi *T»g y,0(T[t.iyLOig s'lsi^vit.Lxg^ (roa^^ovcag kpci iiy.ccioog aoci ev- 
ce^ag ivi(Ta\t^ev av t^ v\jv cuicovr '7rpO(r5€%pfA»fi/Oi tvjv pu^K^a;* 
^^oiv eXr/^iSz Kxt B'T^^C^ocveiaiv Tv^g ho^Mg tov y^eyaXov Qeou 

«lf€TiKOU^ Vjf^iV l^OCX^ 'TfXog €%€i, &C. (Vol. U p. SIR, 

De Petit, Filior. Zebed. Homil. 8,) 

21. From the same volume I have already extracted 
anothier instance in my 2d Letter. (See No. 11.) 

22. Also the following is from p. 839 of the same 
volume. 

Mv)K6Ti ovv Xeye fusyav Kcci fjuiKfOi/ fifov, €f*'7ri'?rTa?v eig 
EXXiivi^fiuOj/' €i yflif fAiKfo^ 0£O5 o nlo^, yl^evSerro^t JJavkog 

{j^eyxXov Qeov axi (roo^vi^og yy^au h^nov Xf;(rTOu. ov ovv TLxv-^ 
Xog K^Xfi [M^eyxv Qaov, crv fjuvt hxKh (a-akj ov. (Spuria, -Dtf 
Saiicta Trinitate.) 

2S. Ktfi •jfjt tKXTe^xg avTcav (the two comings of our 
Saviour) V]y.ov(rxTe (rv\ij.e^ou TLxvXov TiTy ^ixXeyoiusvov yxi 
Xeyovrrog ovTca' Tfji fiu6v tvj^ ^x^ovjv^g^ ei:e<fxi/v\ v\ x^2^Q 
TO\J 0£oy Vi (TQj'ivi^iog 'KX71V xv^^u'T^otg, ^xiBevova-x yi*^xg, 

. Ivx 
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fXeyev ovTcag, o ^Xiog lueTCfffi^tftp^ia-ejefi. fig auorogf Sec, 
{Joel ii. 31.) (Vol. ii. p. 369. De Baptism© Christi.) 

24. Again, in speaking of out Saviour (vpl. iii. p. 77^ 
Jn Ascensionem) he is, says he, ^rcc ^av/rx p^eyag' an4 
immediately goes on: — aa^ xei vi 7f«$H I^b'to^ 'T^OT^i^Kt^ 
xvTOv XejH fji^syav wj hnrav ksyifi HavKog, *io\j |iuey^Xoy . 

25. In his Exposition on the words evXoy^^xdiJuev vfur^ 
£^ OiKOu Kv^iov* Q^og Hv^iog^ ^ai e^Tre^ctuei/ vjfjbii/, which 
are part of the 26th and 27th verses of the 1 17th PsaJm, 
be asks — Tit/og li^eaev eyXoyvj^^'rf ; Kai Tofiev f^^ajK^^icrpu/jp; 

TOu Qeov VI (Tcom^^^og ntct^iv 6Cv^^oi3n:oig^ n^otL^evov^x Vi^t^xg, Iva^ 
x. T. 1^. — niqO(xie%0[i.evoi tv^u fA^xKa^iav fAn^^hx^ kxi ^^^(pX' 
vHxv TVig hoE,v]g nrov [t.eyx'Kov Qeov vcxt a-WTvi^og v\[».(av Ivfjoy 
pCfidTOv. Evrxv^x TOLuvu (i. e. in the Psalm) h 'ir^o(pv]T)i^g 
TVjy (TX^Kcaani/ ^xvfjt^ier ot; Qeog (av ax^ Kv^iog, hxi T^g oy- 
ffixg €Keivyig, KXTi/i^^(a(rev e%i(pxuvivxt. (Vol. v. p. 327.) 

^6. AXX; Ivx Xx^t^T^OTe^xv xv^aw *tv]\> x\ux(^eixv o \ojog 
fXeySv!, l^^x^Tv^x, 'xx^e^co tou [i^xux^iov H^uXov, oti fj^sy^i/ 
©gav TCJv i^Io;/ K^Xcr ueyxv Sa Qeouy a^T^eiSi^ [i^eyxXov rcx^ 

i^og vlog/ TheU;, after a few intervening words, he 

'' ^ ' - > .-■--■ • ' 

quptes 
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i^uotes oilr text, aftd cofidudes, iSov f^sy^f idedg sticsviQi^  

i xacmtr'ABVcco-xg t^ atk^* ^^^g yvj^* >(iri [j^eytzg ^€og atoovLt>g^ 
h rx^ctytvo\ueyog eig tov Kd(ryi.ov. (Vol. v. p. 614. Spuria', 
In F^alm, 96.) 

- ^7. Ovk otSa: fjuiM^oj/ Kxt^ fjo^y^, fiiXXar p^eyacv mSa ivx 
©foy tfiaSiu. Msfyixg h Bsog' h (^evg ^e^xg % xwviog^ (p>]nv 
IlTatccg (c. x^vi. 4.). 'o Bf. UxvXogy xn:eK'6exoi3.eyoi, tv]u \i.Xr' 
ma^av eX'Xiix axt 'e'Ki(pxvetxv T^g So^^g tou p^eyxKov Qeou 
9iXi crarvj^cg vifj^wv lv]70v X^ia-^ov \*.^*yxg o Qeog. Msyxg 
Kv^iog' wg (pv]^i AauiJ, fj^syxg o xv^Log V)fA.<yv, K^i y^eyxXvi ^ 
ffTx^Q xv<70v. (Vol. vi, p. 577. Spuria, In Genes. 
Serm. 4. 

r 128. A{ fjofv y'^p y^x^Ai 5ue K^yovtri rov K^ittOv ncx^ov^ 
€ixg^ n:avTV\v tc tv^v yiyevvi\uevViV^ s/txi tvji/ [j.eKXov:rxu. kxi, 
^txvTxg 5viXa?j; o TlxvXog eXeyev' e^KeCpxvey vj Xx^ig tov Qeov 
^ (r(a^i^LOg n:x7iv xu^^ccto^gy n:xiheyQvsx '^\*-xg^ lux x^y^G-x-: 
(^evoi ^v xas^iLxi/y kxi nrxg KOcrij^iKxg e^T^i^vfjuixg, (rccCp^ovcog 
SiiXi SiKxiccg y,xi ev<re^(ag ^vi(rcaij.ev' tSov v\ \f.ix, xhovtov 7:ccg 
M^i' Tvjv tTB^xv S\^Xor ein:o)v yxq Txvtx^ e^^y^yxyE' nc^o's'Ser 
XGfjueuoL Tvji/ [j^xKX^txv zXi^ihxy KXi en:i(px)/eixy tou [jjeyxXou 
^eov HXL (jCCT\/i^og Vi[*.tov Ivjcrou XfiaTOu. Kxi ol '7rjo(pvjT^; he 
laxTB^xg (j^£(iuvvit/Tr«i, &c. (Vol. vii. p. 575. In Matt. 
Homil. 57.) 

29. The next reference is purely pw7'aL—A^wuiTccij.e^oi 
^v\u xae^eixv y.xi Txg y,oa'[t.iY.xg t7:ii^v\uixg^ (jLc(p(^ovoog'y,x\ 
hiY.xio)g yiXL evreficjg ^V]jc«;jxfi/ ay t&} vvv xiwui^ yixi ev Tcp 
■fjueXXovTi, Tf oj5£%o(x6V(?i Tv^v u^XHX^k^v bXti^Sx^^ KXi B7n(px^ 



_j 



( 79 ) 

(Vol. viii. p. 86. Appendix* See also Joan. Hierosoly* 

mitan. p. 566.) 

# 

SO. The two next examples are well wortliy of obser- 
vation* 

. AXX' ^Sou^ (^^^^^y (be is producing the remark of aa 
objector on the words, xa:; o Xofjfog ^y ^tt^o^ <^ov 6f ov, aai 
^^og vfy Xoyog. (St. John c. i* v. 1.) o t^tvij (Uufta Tvjff 
70V ^f Of ou ^foo-fivjKvjj EL^^ar (viz. in the wordst 'Tff o^ TON 
0€ov.) $€ ulo^ X^^^g Tcsv7v\g' (viz. K«i. 6fOi; viv), Ti ovui 

y«f €VTa:v9«: JC^pij tov ^f 6^ ou toi; vlov f fi.vHfjwO^eufl-g ; Tlo^^i 
^6 rrouTO Kd^L fT^ TOW "i^UTqog' TOig 70U1/ ^iXi'j'jvjcriOi^ f-Trtcr-' 

X^^^Q ^f***' >^^^ fipvit/vj aTTO 0£Oi; ^xT^ogyjiA^otiVy aai av^iov Ii(j» 
€01/ Xf * J'Tpu. aXXwg tc Kflst Tr.ff ii'Toj/ viv €VTi«y S^ «litq r/c^ocr^a^ 
vxi, ccvco (7vvex^g T^oo'Tf 6fv Ttp Aoytp' caj'neq yu^ TTf^t to\j 
'jtuTqog Xeyaiv, (pvjtri, <nvev\i^ot ^eog' HXi ouk e'jrgi^vj ntyev* 

fit^Ti TO iZf&fOV Ot; "TT^Oa-KSLTCiL, OVK ^&£T0UfA.6l/ 5;^:^ TOl/TO TO 

^oj uiw TQ ^ffifov, ot; 5;^ TOVTO viTTctjv ^eog o vlog' Ti Svjtto'J^;. 
6fov y^f, Sic; (Vol. yiii^ p. 30. HomiL. 4, (al. 3) in* 
Joann,) 

I must 
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1 must tiot neglect to mention th^t; in the above pas^ 
sage, I have taken the liberty to insert a note of interro- 
gation after the wofd €fi.i>vjf4uovf t;<r£, which is not in the 
printed editions. Bat I do not see that the passage is 
intelligible, unless iSpv yuq be taken interrogatively s or* 
at least, as slightly ironical*. 

vx^d rif 7f «(p^. lilfyag Kv^tog, (pv\<TLv o AaviS, yicti aivenro( 
c^oS^ci. (PsaL xlvii. 1.) tSov y,cti nce^i rov vlow fKocvrxxou 
^ccq Kv^iov ctvTOv KuXet. Kai ncctXiv^ i^-eyccg ei (tv, k^^ <JOift;if, 
6iKV(Atfj-;a, (TV €L &eog y.ovog (Psal: Ixxxvi. 10.)- Kcci 
flr^A^i/* i*seyag yiv^^og Vi[t^(av^ aect^ y^eyaXv^ i^ L(txug ccvrov, 
xa; Tv^g it.tyaKoa'vvvig ccxjtow ovk eirrrt, nseqctg, (Psalm cxlv. 
Si) AXka Totv^rec nts^t tov "TrxT^og* h Be vlog^ ^vj^r*, [^LH^OQi 
AXX^ (TV rrovTO Xeyeigj vj Be y^ci(pvi tovvavT^ov ajn^eq nseq^ 
TOir n:x^^ogy ovrco y,cti n^e^t tov viov (pvitrtu. Axove yaq 
HavKov XeyovTVg, r/:^0(rSexoii.euot tvjv luccaa^^ixu eKn^ihcc, y.ai, 
t'TciCpaveixv n:v\g Bo^vig to\j [ueyxXov ^eov. AXX* x^x fA.vj Tf j * 
Tou "KXTqog eTti(pxve^xy eincevi Ivx Be Kxt fji^xXXov vy^xg 
eXay^ify kxtx tvji/ s^jri^xve^xv tqv i^^eyxXov fifou 'Trjocrgfivj- 
X€y. K.qx ovv fi^vj nceqi n:ou r/rxT^og st^yiTxi-y ovSxi*^(ag' ^ 
yx^ e^xycayvi ova «(pivj(7* Xeyovtrx, kxi tviv s^i^C^xveixu 

* Petr. Zinus^ the Latin translator of the Panoplia * Dogmatica of 
Eutbymius Zigabenus^ understood the passage in the same manner. It 
is quoted by Zigabenus^ and Zihus*s translation runs thus : " Quid ? 
cuni Apostolus dicit, Magni Dei et Servatoris nosiri Jesu ChrisH', et 
rursum. Qui est in omnilus Deus, nonne Articulum adjungit de Filio 
loquens? Contra de Patre rerba faciens, &c." (FoU 5^, b.) 
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iti«i h vlog [i^syag' nsdig ovv Xsye^g jUuiKf ov KXi [ueyccv j (Voh 
xi. p. 235* Homil. in Epist. ad Philip, c* 2.) 

Nothing, 1 conceive. Sir, Can be more to our pur- 
pose, than the above quotation. The argument is thus: 
KuTX Tvjv enti(pxveiocv tov Qeov. — Who ever heard of fi'^i- 
<pxvHA applied to the Father? And then, to overwhelm 
the Arian with ten-fold confusion, it is, ^vji/ en:i(petvBiCLy 
n:Qu \k,eyx'ko\j Qeoy — 'the Son is called the Great God^ — ^At 
last^ as if startled at his own inference, he asks, But in^ 
deed, may not this (in spite of the sick(pxyeix) still be 
meant of the Father ? To which he replies — ^No, it can 
not; because of the remaining words, nxi a-a^rvi^og vjfiua;i/ 
l)^(TOv X^KT^ov. If I mistake not. Sir, your fir $t rule is 
virtually contained in this argument. 

32. The last passage which I shall fetch, at present, 
from Chrysostom, is out of the 5 th Homily, on this Epis* 
tie to Titus. 

<p^v£i«v Tv^g So^vfg to\j lusyaXov &eov kxi (XCOTvi^og vifs^wv. Uou 
etJiu ol TQu "KXT^og eXxTiovx tov vlov XsyovTsg ; tou [i^eyx-- 
XoVj (py\(ri, &SOV yixi, (ranrvi^og. o TOvg ex^^ovg jcacrxg Tt ovk 

egyXCSTXi^ TOTE OUK* fv50Kifju0Ut/T^^ Xx^CCV ; TOV \i.eyxXoVy 

(p^lG-ij ^eov" TO [h^yxg en:k ^eov otxv Xey}^, ov n^^og nri fj^eyxg 

'  In a similar passage (below. No. 52.) Theophylact writes, tot* 
f&JbxtfAovrrfK/ vrithout the wk. See ^Isq Theophylact on Romaos^ c. xvi* 
V. 20. , 
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(pucrei ij^eyag' wv he oi(Tv<yK^LTCog \i.eyctg' og eSuKeu eccvrov 
v^Tf j> vjp5.wv, (pvicnv, luce XuTfwcrvjT^*, &c. (Vol. xi. p. 759.) 



V' 



SSr I find also several passages sufficiently explicit in 
Cyril of Alexandria. 

* 

In vol. 5. (p. 298. part 1.) after quoting our verse, he 
pYoce^ds- — ft 7ccct/Tcai/ eX'Trig ea-^iv o X^t(TTogy ectti he aai 
^ OEbS MEFAS xut^ (TCfir^^, 'j:ci)g ov Xiocv Svarde^eig koci ^cc^a-' 
(pfbueg ol nsoi\^[t^a Xeyov^eg n:ov ulov, koli ev hovXotg Kxn:a* 
^a^rleiv ToAf^wvTf^, tov J) "Tcai/rrx 'Trjoo'ea'Tii/ oca [aOviji Tfg- 
orei ^if 6eia <pv(xei ; 

34. Again; in the same vol. p. 744. (Dialog. Quod 
unus ^itChristus.) 

Ht/ ya^ h av^og ^eog t6 ofiuov nut ctvbqwn^Og, ol Se t\^v 
ovTOi) a'B'KTViv yxi T£&<a:t;(ji*<ajcrf/.£i/>iv oiyLQvo\i^iccv a^xo^e^ovreg^ 
OVK Oi5' o^jcagy tov ii^Oi/oyevovg, ocuB^co'XOi/ avT(p (7Vvctn:T0V(Ti 
c%eTi%ccg, tiii.xig TU^g ^vqct^ev e^wp^itrf^evov, vicct oiXKoT^icc 
So^if XfXafiuiTrfucrfju^i/ov, kxi ov dfov aXi^^ccg, ccWx 6eov 
iiOivccuov acei (juSto%ov, koh vUv yl/evhoovviJ^ov, y,di crco^vj^x 
a'co^o\j.£vouy nut 'KvTqov\hevov Xut^wtv^j/* y.xi tqi r/ey§u(pOTog 
wSt fTov (x,aK^f iou UuvXoVy en:eCpxvv\ yccq v\ x^§^9* '^^^ Qeo\j 
vj (TccTvi^iog n:oc(ny av^^^n^oig^ Ivot «fvvja*afju€vot tvjv otae^iiocv^ 
y.ctk Tag yiO(r[hiKag e^t^vfi^iag, <rw(p^ov(iog Kat emeikwg iyia-afj^erf 
^1/ rr^ vw a^mij ncqo(Thexo\Levoi rrviu fA.aya^iav ekmha viai 
^isk(payehav rrvig SoS^vig <rov is^eyaKov Qeov y,ak (TidTVi^^g vtf^tau 
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vx<pBtxg TVjf Tf 0^ TOv 0eov X'oyov, fj^eyag K«t aiutoc cyvof*«7* 
fivj 060^, xairci ysyovag ex o''7r£ffuj:T0$ tou A«/3t5.-— A. Btf"* 

K«T« TO 7£7j«fiufi.ci/ov. I may be allowed. Sir, just to re* 
mind you, that this is all against the Nestorians. It ap- 
pears, therefore, that they also acknowledged your inter^ 
pretation. 

35. In the second part of the same volume (p. 75.), 
having ^quoted the entire passage, a little afterwards he 
asks : ei*Tct Tig o Xeycau ovk eivxi Qeov ^Xvjdivov tov E^j^^x^ 
j/ovvjX, rov (*«K^fiOv HavKov ts^^ aurrov KeyovTog, tov pj^s- 
yaKov Qeov hxi crcaTvi^og vjfj^cyv Iv^jov X^iflrTOv;— r 

S6. Also (p. 186.) vlov Se au^^^jov t^p07^oy.(a\uevov ax* 
TX^xirUeiv €$ ov^xvcov, y^x(peL n^xXiv o ntawolpog lixv'Kog' 
en^eCpavvi yxq vj xxqig tov Qeov vj crurvj^iog ^^rxcnv xv^^aiFOigy 
Ivx x&v\^(rx\i^evoi <TViV xae^eixv yixi rxg viQ<r\i,iy.xg e<f[:i^v{^^xg, 
4T(ti^qov(ag ytxi htKxi(ag hx^ evae^oog i)^(rw[i.ei/ eu rrcp vvv ximi^ 
f]:qO(xhe%o\/^evoi tvjv [i.^y,xqixv eX^iSx, axi e^i(()xveixv rv^g 
So^v\g Tov [A^eyxXov Qeov kxi (TcaTv^qog viiuct))/ Ivi<tov X^ia-rov. 
ECpvi Ze vix^ £T€{»a;5i, n:eqi twv et, xifj^xrog l(r^xv]K Koyovg 
fjtoiov^uevog, oti xvtw xl enapsf^y eXixi^ ylxi vi yofjuo&e<rtx, axk 
ij Ja^^vjkh, y-^^ ^$ xvrm.j io y^xtx (tx^kx^ X^ia-Tog, h oou 
enty nsxvrm Qeog^ evXoyviJog eig Tovg xicayxg, Afiuv^v, . 

37. I may a3so insert here, in the Latin translation of 
Marius Mercator, another testimony from Cyril. The 
original Greek of this part of the treatise is lost. 

M 2 Having 
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Having, quoted the entire verse, he continues (Cyril, 
vol. 5. part i. p. 792. or Mar. Mercat. p. 235.) " Ecqe 
DeuSy et magnus, plenissime nominatus est t)ominus 
noster Jesus Christus : ipse est enim<* cujus adventum 
gloriae exspectantes sobrie vivefre, et irreprehensibiliter 
festinamus. Sed si est homo theophorus quomodo sit 
magnus DcusT^ 

38. If v^re pass now from Alexandria to Antioch, we 
shall meet -your interpretation there in the writings of the 
learned Theodoret. 

0?ie testimony from his hand we have already seen. 
Letter 2d. No. 20. 

ft 

39. And also a secqiidm the 21st number of the same 
Letter. But we may add, besides, 

"40. y.cci Tvjv ^t^ayictqiav 'TrffijLcfvfiv eX^JiSa^ kui nvy 

inciC^oLVHCLV Tou [/.syoiXcv Qecv yiui (ftoTyiqog vifiuwv Ivi^ov X^kt^ 

&c. (Vol. ii. p. 931.) 

41. And his brief observation on this verse, in his 
Commentary :—(itf7'av ha Qeov (i)vo\i.u(Te tov Xf4(rT0j/, iviv 
al^BT^Kviv ^Xcc(r^Vi[j.iav uveXeyx^^* (Vol. iii. p. 512.) 

42. In the two following passages he cites our verse 
for another purpose : yet not sOy but that we might co^ 

* Compare Nos. J 2, 33, and, below, ^6, 

• lect, 
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Ject, even from them, his way of understanding the clause 
in question. 

Idea e'TTiCpacvsiiv tvjj SoB,^g tov \>.e^x\ou Qsov KXk (Tdorryi^o^ 

iTiu yey^aCpev (1 Thess. i. 9.) xvtol ya^ nse^ixvTcav an:ay^ 
y6\ov<riv, H.T.X. (Vol. iii. p. 1038.) 

43. Kai ^e^og x'KO(Tn:o\og rrcp [A^aKa^Kf TiTcp y^x^wv, t^ 
^ooT€^oc TOV (Tco^vi^og v\[t.av en:i(potveia Kxt tvji/ BevTS^xv (Tu- 
V£T^^£i/* enta(pccvvi yct^^ ^aiVy y\ %xqig rov 6fou, &c, — to 
Ivi(70v X§i(TTOV. (Vol. iv. p. 299.) The title of the section 
is, -Trefi Tvjf Sevre^xg tou ^bou y.xi awrr^^^og vni^au £ai^«- 

44. The Emperor Justinian, in his Edictum adversuM 
tria Capittda, has quoted one of the extracts which w^ 
have given above from Gregory Nyssen (viz. No. 16-) 
and introduces it in the following manner, 

Y.XI ev xyioig Sa T^\^yo^LOg o Nutrcrvj^ a^nKTy^oncog av TJf 
HXT^ Evvoij^iov rra^ci^^cp (Q,. nta{/^n:n:if ?) Xoytf tx xutx vjfju^j 
BiSxa-yiaju y^x(pai ovTug' K^t cog xy fiuV) ^ig Try rsjxvjfaTj) $u- 
erst TO yix^x tou (r^rxv^ou r^rx^og T^O(7Tfi/3oiTO, 5;' aTa^ccv Tja- 
vOTa^cou Tvjv TOixvTViV an^xvop^ovTxi n^XxvviVy iM.a<nTi/iy xvcrov ' 
Qaov KXi ^vfifWTcuv, KXL xv^q(an:oy xxi 6f ov* ovo^t^xioovy Ii/* 
fx Tou T^ h\jQ n^aqi to Iv Xf yfcrfi^i. to "Tc^oa-Cpo^ov vooito 'tc^^i 

iilXTB^aPy n^B^l [hBV TO. fi^tOV V) flfTTirQf ;^, 'Jf fi hi TO ^vftfttf- 

'Tfivoy 
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qovdv^g TO yiccTx (piXccv&^coTytav i/.e\/>]vcoii.eyoUf T(fhe Xoy(f SiX" 

f r . f 

vow, &c. a$ before. (Justiniani Imperatar. Edictum. 
Concil. vol, ill. p. 300.) 

r 

45. The old traveller Cosmas Egyptius supplies us 
with, we will say, an indeterminate citation in the fol- 
lowing curious passage. 

AvQiJ.1^0: r/oip CvTwg fj^eyakv] to ctf^ETtiv ta "koyix toxj @eov^ 
y.ai xi/T^xpvg otVTm to (t^xi^lkou (tx^I^^ "^9 ovqxvif Sw^e^a-^ 

^Xl. Ol TOIOVTOI 7^f 0\J hvvXVTXi. 'J^0(75£%fcr6«; TVJV [t^xax" 

qixv aXncihxy axi^ ^^niC^xifsixv TVig ho^Vig tov lA^eyxKov &eou 
HXL ffooTvi^og Vii^ocv lv](rov X^iCTOt;, og sBcoyiey exvTOv vwe^ 
vjfjucyv ovTe fiovXovTxi, xy,ov(rxL [/.etx n:i7Tc»)v e^ v\^ovg *KqOr 
KxXovi*.evov TOV Sea-'KOTOv X^lo'tov, AevTS ol fuXoyVjfAfvo^ 
»rou n^xTqog fioou, KAvifovo|u.vjTaT£ tv\v v\T0i[u,x(r\t.ev)/iV v\f.^y ^x^ 
txiXeixv xnzo KXTx^oXvig y.O(Ti^ov' (Matt. xxv. 34.) xXk' xei 

HXTX T^V V'7roXvj\[/iV7rX^l/a'(^£l/Oi XiTTXTXTCp (pO^CC 'TTCf i(p£fOJA- 
TX^ (TVV Tlf £XVTOQU (^(pXl^OC, ^TTXvXxU TOVTbJV \uV\ sXltlioVTBg 

*3rOT£ yevea^xi. (Christiana Opinione de Mundo, p. 155.) 

46. The text occurs in another place in Cosmas, but 
4iot more to our purpose than in the former instance. 

Kxi^ TaXiv, %qo(rhe%o\».evoi tv^i/ \^xy.xqixv eXmhx, y.xi enci^ 
^xveixu Tv\g ho^v^g tov ^ji^ayxXov @eov y.xi (T<f)T\^qog y,\t^(av Iv^- 

fFOV X^KTTOV' KXL HtxXlV, Si OVV (n;V£y£f6vjT6 Ti^ 'X^l^Ttp, TX 

45V6; ^v|T£iT€' (Col. ill. 1.) Thjs Is all a chain of scriptur 

ral 
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ral quotations (among which, besides the above, are 
Heb. vi. 17. Phil. ill. 13, &c.) to prove that, , ea-Ti tiq 

"^a^ccyyeXXoiuev^ (p. 252.). 

47. In the Qiiasiiones of Anastasius we have the fol- 
lowing, in a section under the title, Tou iyiou B^cr;Xfiou, 
ey. 'tcov ^jxvjTixryi/. , 1 did not, however, meet with the 
place in St. Basil. 

€0v X^t^TTOu Tov i^^eyccXov Qeov yixi (TccTv^^og rav \|/U%(yy 
y^jkcav, Ot; ^f tod n^qen^ei hoi,x vvy ^o^i otei, ymi eig k. t. X. 
(p. 1^4.) Though iqdeed this cannot properly be called 
a quotatioji from St. Paul, yet for our purpose, it is 
nearly equivalent to it. 

48.. The following passages from Maximus Confessor 
may come under the same description* — ICsui ncx^xti^e- 
fji.evog X^KTTtp Ty fi^eyciXui 6^cd Krxi TOivjTvi rcou qXoijv (juvj Six-- 
XeL'TTOig' (Vol. ii. p. 17.) and again, 'Zx^ayivoiJ.euov axriz 
ny\v SsvTB^xv ccvtov 'KCi^ovj^ciy e^ gv^xvoop BviXx5i/i {/.btx 5o?- 
vjg ^oXXv^g nrov iM.e<yxXGV beov y.xk a-coTyipog y\>.oi}v Ivjj-oy Xpio*- 
Tov. See also same vol. p. 36, 114, 195, Sec. 

49. Theodorus Studites also evidently borrows his ex- 
pressions from our text, in the following passage ; Ewf * 

Sa kAl en^i<pxi/eixv Tvig So^\/ig tov f*.eyxXov ^eov axi (TWTvijioj 
>9/*ft7i/ hio'ou Xf*7Toy, fj^etiovg tw xl^e(re(a)/ XA^x'K'rei Txf 

(pXoyxg. 



\^ ( 88 ) 

^Xofyag (Epistol. lib. ii. 15. p. 403)* Also the title of hi^ 
212th Homily, in the Latin translation, runs thusi 
** De supremo die et adventu illustris Dei ac Servatoris 
Jesu Christi.'* (p. 251.) Compare (p. 133.) where he 
exhorts his hearers to meditate " cujusmodi adventus 
prselustris Dei et Servatoris, futurus." 

50. The Scholia of Joannes Damascenus are silent on 
the whole of this passage: but Oecumenius's. Commen- 
tary is as foUqws. 

ffiu OTi X^L(j'Tog ov 0fo^;, vj OTi eXxrTwv tov ntctr^og-^ ooh^a 
tycc^ (pccve^cijg y'ai ©EON MEFAN toj/ XpitxTOv o[t.oXoyer to 
Se y^eyag ov ^^og tlvx &eov iA.iy.gov aviihiotiqeinrar zntctyv 
aWx cc7:oXvT(i)g ovrag [ueyxg^ ov [t^e^^ov *n ovk xv n^ig ensivo^^ 
i\jeiev. (Vol. ii. p. 296.) 

51. On the clause ovx cc^'7:(zy^fj.ov ^fyvia-iZTO to eivai kto^ 
©607 (Philip, c. ii. V. 6.) Theophylact subjoins this com- 
ment. 

^O^ag Tvji/ KjOT^tx. tlccg ovv (tv Xe*yeig OTi i^ei^oou o Ila- 
Tv^p, Se tlog eXx'/lwv ; AXX* ogx tv\v avoviTOv avtwv evo'tk'* 
etv. MiKfo^, (paj-i, Qeog a;v o tlog^ ovx '^^'^ccre to eivat 
i(Tx Tcp iM.eryaX(p flfot). • Tt^caTOv fiufv ouv, to;* ygc^(pvi SiSota-- 
XEL v,i*^g i*.tygO)/ yai i^eyau &eou'^ TuvTxyot^ EXXv^a;i/€i<rii/* 
*Qt^ he Kcti Tlog \*^eyccg fieo^j amvt HxvXov -^ tv^v e^jct^x-^ 
veictVy (pVi(Tiy Tov [j^ayockov &eov ycti cr(yTvifo$ ^[t.(av Ivjcroi; 
TUqKTTOv^ B^KEiToty fi H^fO$, ^Kwq wf^r^Tf TO fyeysff^xl 

K7^^5 (p. 592.) 

52. J^tid 
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52. And again, in his Exposition on the Epistle to 
Titus, under this 13th verse, he exclaims, TIgv Be enriy 
01 • Tou tIov eka^lovvTcg, kizi ovSe ^eov xvtqv otve%o[A.evok Xe- 
yfi;/^ Kyiove'Tc^^xv 07i KXi> &8og 8<rTi, yiai i^^eyxg, rro Be y^eyag^ 

aXy x'TCoXeXvii^evoog, cag (^vjh avTCi/.eyxXov ovjcg^ Ei Se 
€X^^ovg ouTxg etrcoae, Ti ov Sajaei TOTf, £u5oKifjuOuvT«^ ^1*^^^ ' 
evgcou; (p. 853.) 

53. Euthymius Zigabenus has adopted three of the 
passages which we have already quoted above (viz. Nos. 
28, 30 and 35) ; tht^rst in his Commentary on the Gos- 
pel of St. Matthew, chap. 17 ; the two latter in the Vor 
nopliaDagmatica (Vol. ii, fol. 59 b. and fol. 25 a.) 

54. Thus, Sir, have we traced the fortunes of this im- 
portant text through a period of nearly a thousand years. 
I may now, therefore^ release you from the trotible of 
any more Greek references, as soon as I shall have set 
down the words of an anonymous writer in the exposition 
of the Psalms edited by Balthazar Corderius. More pas-* 
sages, I know, might be added on this verse, to thp 
sama purport ; for as I went along, tired of amassing so 
much, I remember that I neglected to note down one or 
two which fell in my way, and which I could not tell 
now how to recOvejT*. But, all that more passa'ges 

could 

* Perhaps the following was one of them: , . . ,. 
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could do, surely may be done as well by those which I 
have already produced. To come, therefore, to our last 
citation. 

'Kxqct Txiq ^eo'Kyevcr'roig ji^o^Cpxigy n^KTTcacre'rcti Keycou o'fi^aKi^- 
ciog'TlccvXog' "T^qoaSexoiJ.syoL Tv^i/ [hCiy,oc(^lxv eX'KiZx KXi f^r;- 
(pxueLccu Tv\g ho^Vig tov [A.EyoiKou ^eov ytxt (rajry^^og vi\u^v Iv^tov 
Xqta-rov. (Vol. ii. p. 946. in Psalm 94. Comm. 3.) 



55. Let us now, therefore, turn for awhile to the Latin 
writers. 

If they were worth the trouble of transcribing, I might 
bring forward a series of places from these writers, almost 
equal In number to the Greek authorities ; and all of 
them, as many as convey their sense of the meaning of 
St. Paul's words, strictly agreeing, unless perhaps in two 
poor exceptions, with the uniform voi^e of the Greek 
interpreters : so that it is the more to be regretted, and 
wondered at, that our English translators should have 
deprived us of that interpretation, which was the *only 
one ever preached in all the ancient Churches. 

But, with respect to these writers, it will be enough, 
in the present instance, to point out zvhere the passages 

%en ctrr^oq i^Mfv Itjoit X^»<rToi;, oj t^uMv Uvrov vvi^ yifj^uv, &c. (S. Germani, 
Arch. Constantinop. Rerum Ecclesiasticarum Contemplatio Bibiioth Patr. 
a Front: Dxicxo. vol. ii. p. H2.) 

may 



> (01) 

may be found, and afterwards to produce a few speci- 
mens of such as receive an additional value by something 
more than the simple testimony of their agreement with 
your interpretation. 

1. Hilarius Pictavensis. Ad Constantium Augustum. 
Lib. 2. apud finem. 

2. Ejusdem in Psalm 62. p. 155. 

3. Lucifer Calaritanus pro S. Athanasio. Lib., ii. 
p. 144. , 

4. Ambrosii {rectius Hilarii Diaconi) Expositio ad 
loc. (Vol. ii. p. 315.) 

5. Hieronymi Expositio ad loc. (Vol. iv. p. 431.) 
And again same vol. p. 424. 

6. Ejusdem, vol. v. p. 1103. 

7. Ejusdem Commentar. in Isaiam, c.xlii. v. 13. vol. 
Si. p. 320. 

8. Idacius Clarus (s. Vigilius Tapsensis) contra Vari- 
madum Arianum. Lib. ii. c. 1. p. 430. (p. 281.) 

9. Ejusdem. Lib. iii. c. 2. p. 456. (p. 290.) 

10. Augustini Collatio cum Maximino Arianorum 
Episcopo. Vol. viii. p. 465. 

11. Ejusdem, vol. iii. pars 2. p. 308. 

12. Ejusdem, vol. v. Append, p. 272. 

13. Ejusdeai, vol. v. ibid. p. 343. 

14. Ejusdem, vol. x. p, 18. 

15. Ejusdem, vol. x. Append, p. 15. 

16. Marius Mercator de Incarnatibne Verbi, p. 235. 

17. Joannes Cassianus de Incarnatione Domini, lib. 
Ht c; 4. p. 15. 

N 2 18, FaQstus 
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18. Faustus Regiensis Episcopus de Ratjpne Fidei, 
p. 683. ap. Haereseolog. Basil. 1556. 
-^ 19. Alcimi Aviti Fraementa ex libris contra Arianos 
Sirmond. Op. vol. ii. p. 178. 

20. Fulgentius, p. 659. 

21,. Idem, p. 721. 

22. Maxentius contra Nestorianos, lib. ii. p^Sl. 

23. Facundus Defensio trium Capitjul. p. 3. 

24. Primasius in loc. p. 466. 

25. Anastasius Apocrisiarlus, Epistola ad Theodosiunp^ 
Presbyt. p. 249- 

26. Becjainloc. vol. vi. p. 105 U 

27. Alcuinus, p. 908, ' 

28. Idem, p. 968. 

29. Idem, p. 992. 
80. Idem, p. 1431. 

31. Concilium Forojuliense, Anno Christi 791. Con- 
cil. vol. iv. p. 868. 

32. Concilium Francofordiense, Anno Christi 794. 

".  • ^ . 

Concil. vol. iv. p. 886. contains Jeron^e's comment on 
the verse. (See No. 5, above.) 

33. Breviarium ,Fidei adversus Arianos, p. 86. 

34. Idem, p. 119. 

35. Rabanus Maurus ad Ipc. p., 528. 

36. Lanfrancus ad loc. p. 202, 

57. Bruno ad loc. 

58. Anselmus Laudunen,sis ad loc. p. 387. 
3^. Lombardus ad loc, 

40. Thomas Aquinas ad loc. p. 432, And 

44. Opu»^ 



41. Op.us. Imperfectum in Matthaeum (Chrysostom 
vol. vi. p. 182 Appendix) the work of an unknown au? 
thor, but probably about the time of Qhrysostom*. 

The above may suffice with respect to th^ Latin wriN 
ers, though the, catalogue is, doubtkss, far from being 
a complete one. 

Of these, I consider only tlic numbers 3, 11, 14, 20^ 
^6 and 30, as indeterminate in their signification. The, 
remainder, (with the exceptions which I before alluded^ 
to) interpret the words ?nqgni Z?a inyariably of. t\\t Son. 

* 
56. It may not, however, be improper to trajiscri])e. 

the two following passages^ by way of specimen. I^hey, 
are also from writers vybo were updoubtedly. \yel| ac- 
quainted with the Greek language. 

m 

The first is Jerome, in his cotnipentary on this verse. 
(Voliv. p.^>43J.). 

. ^f Ubt. est serpens Arius? Ubi Eunomius coluber?. 
Ijlagnuf Dei;si Jesus Christiis Salvator dicitiir; non pri- 
mogenitus omnis creaturae, non verbum Dei, etsapienr 
tia, sed Jesus Christus, quae vocabula assumti hoibinis. 
$}jnt. Neque vero alium Jesum Christuni^ aliuni Ver- 

bunj, djcinius, utnova haerifsis calumniatur: sed-eundem^ 

* 

 See Cave Hist. Lit, vol. i. p. 312 and p. 3)7. Mill (Prolegom. sect. 
i027) attributes it to a mixch later age^ viz. the tenth century. ' 

et 
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et aifte saecula, et post saecula; et ante mundum; et post 
Mariam; imo ex Maria, magnum Deum appellamus^ 
Salvatorem nostrum Jesum Christum, qui dedit semei^ 
ipsum pro nobis ^ ut pretiosoy &c.*' 

57. The other is fromCassian (No. 17). 

He adds, after having quoted the passage, *' Vidit 
profecto ille divinae sapientise doctor ad insidiosas calli- 
ditates diabolicae captionis, simplicem tantummodo npn 
£uflicere doctrinam, nisi sanctam fidei praedicationem 
muniraine cautionis armasset, Et ideo cum superius 
nomen Dei salvatorisque posuisset," (he means at the 
beginning of verse 11, where he seems to have read, 
*TOv Qeov y.oii a-coT^^og^ or ^ov &£0v nrov (rwri^^og, and not 
Tov Qeov >] (7(aTV]^Logf the common reading) " hie addidit 
Jesu Christi: scilicet ne ad significandum Dorainum 'Je- 
sum Christurh sufficere tibi forsitan nomen solum non 
crederes salvatoris ; et noil eundem Jesum Christum, 
Deum esse intelligeres, quem salvatorem Deum esse 
cognovisses. Quid ergo ait ? ExspeciantcSy inquit, bea-^ 
tamspemy et advenhtm gloria magni, Dei et Salvatoris nos- 
tin Jesu Chrisfi. Nihil hie de nominibus Domini nostri 
deest. Et Deum hie, et Salvatorem, et Jesum, et Chris-- 
tum vides : sed omnia haec videns, omnia in Deo esse 
perspicis. Audisti enim Deum, sed Salvatorem; audisti 
Deum, sed Jesum ; audisti Deum esse, sed Christum*.^ 
Separari hoc appellationis diversitat^ non v^let, quod di- 
vinitas unitate conjunxit, 



58. But^ 



♦> 
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58. But, moreover, we may learn from these Latin 
authorities, that even their heretics acknowledged your 
interpretation. The interpretation of our version was 
never once thought of in any part of the Christian world, 
even when Arianism was triumphant over the Catholic 
faith. Surely, this fact, might of itself suffice to overturn 
every notion of an ambiguity in the form of expres- 
sion. 

It was probably, in allusion to this verse, that we 
find the Arians, in their Discourse, a short tract answer- 
ed by St. Augustine, speaking thus of the Father: " et 
magno majors et bono melior est manifestatus." (Augus- 
tine vol. viii. p. 442.) 

But, the following, as they were taken down at the 
time, and are reported by Augustine (Vid. Possidium in 
Vita Atigustini cap. 17.) are the words of Maximin, the 
celebrated Arian Bishop, in their curious and interesting 
conference. (See No. 10, of the Latin authorities.) 

" A nobis uhus colitur Deus, innatus, infectus, in- 
visibilis, qui ad humana contagia, et ad humanam car- 
nem non descendit. Est autem et Filius, secundum 
Apostolum, non pusillus, sed magnus Deus. Sicut ait 
beatus Paulus: Exspectantes beatam spent, et adventmn 
gloria magni Dei et Salvatoris nostri Jesu Chf^isti. Iste 
enim magnus Deus Christus, dicit, quod ascendo ad 
Pattern meum, &c." (John xx. 17.) 

A little 
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A little below, the same Maximin; '* TsteFilius etiam, 
quod vos carni ascribitis, in sancto ait Evarigelio, Si di" 
ligeretzs 77ze, gauderetis utique^ qnoiiiam vado dd Patrems 
'guoniam Palter major est me. (Joan.xiv. '28.) Ista enim 
legehtes ^credimus et profitemiur, secundum Apostolum, 
quod ei omnia subjecta sint, ut magno Deo, Iste enim 
rnagmis DaiSy quem talem geriuit Pater, ut ipse prose- 
cutus es, utique majorem Patrem confessus est." 

59. Again: The Opiis imperfecfitm in Matthaum^ tho^ 
iprifited among the writings df'Chrysostom, is generally 
acknowledged to be the work of a Latin author, and 
an Arian. Notwithstanding, we find there the follow- 
ing passage (See No. 41 of the Latin authorities). 

** tergo FiliUs Dei magnus est, sicut Pater. Quicquid 
enim Pater potest, et Filius potest. Pater enin^ diligit 
Fitium, et omnia dedit in vianiim ejus. Sed quia omnia 
Filius, dante l^atre, potest sicut Pater, ideo Pater mag- 
nus Deus et primus: Filius aiitem magnus Deus quidem, 
non tamen primus: Sicut ait Apostolus, Exspectantes ad-- 
Venttim magni Dei et Salvatoris noslri Jesu Chrlsti. Ut 
autem simpliciter intelligamus proximum nostrum, em- 
hem hominem esSe fidelem, &c.*" 

'\ 

* It is curiotis, that this interpretation has been acknowledged also iii 
modern times. See '* A Full Answer to the Catholic Doctrine of a Tri- 
nity. London, 17/2/ Johnson." Where ndt only the row/xiya^oy fliot; ia 
thistext, but also the roy Scot; iifMv ««i ffut%^<i in 2 Pet. i. 1. is admitted to 
be spoken of Jesus Christ. 

60. Besides 



(07) 

60. Besides these, we may gather somfe other J)articu- 
lars from the above references, not unimportant towards 
illustrating and ascertaining the exegetic history of this 
text. 

It should seem, that by the times of Alcuin, some 
persons in the Western church, Jiad, wisely enough, be- 
gun to ask, whether magni Dei might not rather mean 
the Father? I say, wisely enough, because, as far as 
their Latin text went, it niight, at the least, a^ properly 
be explained of the Father, as the Son. 

Hence it is that Alcuin says, (No. 27 above) " Vel 
qu^ audaciA, eundem Dominum et Deum nostrum, quis 
praesumit nominare nuncupativum Deum, quern idem 
Apostolus benedictum super omnia Deum, vel etiam* 
magmim Deum non dubitavit clara voce confiteri et no- 
minare? *Ait itaque ad Titum, Exspectantes beatam spem^ 
€t adventum gloria magni Dei et Servatoin^ nostri Jestc 
Christie qui dedit semetipsum pro nobis, ut nos redimeret 
ab omni iniquitate . Si quis dubitet de quo dixisset Apos-^ 
tolus, legat Tractatum Beati Hieronymi quera in banc 
fecit epistolam." 

That Alcuin should refer to the authority of Jerome, 
and not the Greek original, and the rationale of the arti- 
cle, may be accounted for two ways; either because he 
is writing to those who would have been very slow to ap- 
prehend reasonings of that natures or, rather, because 

O it 
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It is probable that Alcuin himself had never* s6en thd 
Gre^k original*. 

But, to continue our progress. If we come lo^^v-eri 
down, we shall find, that these Latin notions began gra- 
dually stiU more to prevail, and thetefore some writers, 
to secure the old ititerpretation, leave out the et after 
" magni t)ei,*' and write the passage thus-r-" magni 
Dei, Salvatoris riostri, &c." others are reduced to men- 
tioning the order irt which the words ar^ to be takeh. 

Of the former kind examples may be found in the pas- 
sages in Nos. 8, i23> and 34, above. 

And, for the latter, Lanfranc says, ^^ Etestordo, glo- 
riae Jesu Christi, magni Dei, &c.'' and Anselmus Lau- ' 
dunensis, *^ Et est ordo sensnnm. Exspectantes adven- 
turn gloriae JesU Christi, magni Dei et Saiv'atofis, &c." 

Now, in eariy timeSy we do not find that these cir-* 
cumstances ever took place : nay we have seen, not mere*^ 
ly by a continued chain of indirect, but even by open and 
express testimony, that, in the busy and learned ages, of; 
the Church, th^ interpretation of this passage was allow- 
ed. Without demuf, by the heretics. How^ W6 My 
ask, Can this be accounted for, but because the- trues 
' Grefek intierpl-etation was then universally prevalenti and 
had as yet lost none of its efficacy ? 

., * Professor Porson'i Letters te Archdeacon Travis, p. 145. 

61. But 
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'61. But how tliat we have waded through so much 
concerning the history of this text, froflfi the earliest timeg 
even to Peter Lombard and St. Thomas Aquinas, a per- 
son may be ready to ask, ** But is there really nothing be- 
hind the scene ? No strong opposing testimony? Or why, 
and when did the tide begin to turn?" Yes, Sir! there is 
some contrary testimony ; and, as I would gladly intro- 
duce it with all fair advantage, we cannot take it better 
than from the hand of so great a critic as Wetsteiq. 

. After giving his reasons for abiding by the interpreta- 
tion which attributes the tov f^sy^Xoy ^eou to the Father 
— reasons in matter much the same with those which we 
have already seen, of Dr. Clarke and Dr. Benson, tho' 
more imperfect still than theirs, and which I regret that 
they were eyer written down, both on his own account, 
and more for the sake of those to whom they may have 
been the instrument of evil, — he concludes his note 
thus: " Ita intdligit Hilarius, Erasmus et H. Grotius.*' 

Now, if we are to infer, from his resorting at last to 
aiithorityy that Wetstein had indeed enquired into the 
iauthorities for the two opposing interpretations (and 
more he must have known,, than here is told)y what can 
be-mord'melancholy than thus to see, that they who most 
profess to be in search of truth, can not only not tell us 
wh^t they iind, but even studiously and imposingly 
blocK up, and cover over the avenues by which alone 
knowledge might be obtained? 

O 2 But, 
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But, there is then one ancient testiniony, that of.Hila- 
rius? — Yet, how little is its value! We rind no express 
scientific discussion of the question; no intimation of a 
knowledge of /wo interpretations, with an expression of 
disapprobation of one of them. — But let the passage 
speak for itself. (Se^ No. 4.) 

• ** Exspectantes beatam sperriy et advejitum gloria beati * 
Dei etsahatoris nostri Jesu Christie qui dedit semetipsiivt 
pro nobis, ut redimeret nos <z6 omni iiiiquitatey et emiinda" 
Tel sibipopulum abundantem, (£mulatorem bonorum operum. 
Hanc esse dicit beatam spem credentium quia exspee- 
tant adventum gloriae magni Dei, qu6d revelari habet, 
judice Christo, in quo Dei Patris videbitur potestas, et 
gloria, ut fidei suae praemium consequantur. Ad hoc enim 
redemit nos Deus, utpuram vitam sectantes, repletiope- 
ribus bonis, regni Dei haeredes esse possimus, ILcc lo^ 
quere, et exhortarCy et argue, &c." In fact, it would be 
a waste of words, to^et down the reasons which should 
depreciate this testimony. 

62, Let us rather conclude ourhistorical collections with 
Wctstein's remaining authorities, Erasmus and Grotiusj 
as it is probable that these great names, and particularly 
the former, have been chiefly instrumental in propagat- 
ing the modern interpretation. 

 *^ TQv [i^eyciXou ^eov ytcci (tcx:tv[^o$. Id ita legi po- 
test ut utrumque pe;rtineat ad Christum, Dei, et Servato* 
ris : aut prius pertineat ad Patrem, posterius ad Chris- 

* Compare iTim. i. 11. Mill. 

tunu 
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turn. OuTsostomus ac Theophyhchis uiramqxie tribu* 
unt Christo, et item H5erony:nus, exultante$ advcrsut 
AiiaiKis, ceu victores, cum semio p\ine sit anceps: 11110 
jnagis pro ilJis tacere videatur quam pro nobi.^* tVimuA 
negari non potest quin Senr*o Cirsecus sit arablguUsS <^t ex 
aequo pertinens ad sensuni utrumlibet. Quid autem 
agas adversus haereticura ex loco prorsusancipiti? Quod 
si iUos urgeas interpretum consensu, certe Ambn^sius 
vir summus et Episcopus orthodoxus" (this great Bishop 
is, however, no other than the poor Deacon whom we 
•have seen Dr. Mill treating so contemptuously) ** divi- 
sim accipit, ut magni Dei referatur ad Patrem, Snvali^ 
ris ad Christum. Ipsius verba subscribam. lianc esse^ 
&c. as before, to h^ey^edes esse possimus. An non hie pa- 
lam dicit Patrem revelaturum gloriam suam, judice 
Christo? — At adventus in sacris litteris non tribuitur Ptt- 
tri, sed Filio? Nee hie simpliciter nominatur advcntui 
Patris, sed adventus glorije, quam interim cxpectamut 
in humilitate constituti. Tiim apparebit majostas nos- 
tra, cum aperietur gloria magni Dei Patris, ct scrvatori* 
nostri Jesu Christi. Quid autcm hie inetuimus Arianos, 
quum tot locis Paulus Dei vocabulum tribuat Patri, Fi- 
liijim appellans Dominum? Si Filius Dei, tantum in prin- 
cipio Evangelii Joannis adeo clare pronunciatus esset 
Deus, nonne sufficeret adversus universes Arianos? Pos- 
tremo Ariani quidam hunc quoque locum accipiunt dc 
Filio, et tamen'non credunt quod nos credinms, Mag* 
num enim Deum fatentur, verum negantj et hajc c»t iU 
lorum impietas. Qicanquam omissus arliculus In lihrb 
Gracis fucit nonnikU pro diver td scnlcntid, Kv'd^i'^h/f 

distinxiuel 
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^linxisset personas, si dixisset viai tov (r&;Tvi^of . ^ MircJr 
iquid secutus Scholiastes ille magnum Deum interpretetur 
Spirittim sanctum. Fortasse locum captab^t in quo Spir 
Titus sanctus manifeste dicereturDeus." (Vol. vi. part !?• 
:p. 699.) 

': The passage which Erasmus alludes to here, is (No. 6, 
^bove) from a short Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle*, 
published with the works of Jerome, but ascribed usually 
to Pelagius, or some Pelagiaa, It deserved to have been 
transcribed by Erasmus^ or Wetstein, to increase the 
•number of their authorities. For, if there be any other 
.place in all the writings of antiquity, which does not iiv- 
terpret the words tov [j^eyxXov Qeov^ or " magni Dei/^ of 
the Son, this I believe to be the very passage. Was it 
tfiat they dreaded the *^ din of war," when Hilarius and 
Pelagius, after overturning all the other authorities, must 
still have to fight out the battle by themselves? 

» But, Sir, whatever may be the event, let our principle 
be sij^ict Justice. Hear therefore Pelagius : 

*' El adventuin glorice magni Dei, et Salvatoris nostn, 
Jesu Christi. Spiritum dicit magnum Deum quia ipsius 
•cxpectamus adventum. 

It would be almost a pity to suggest, that the original 
reading here, instead of Spiritum, perhaps was Christum, 
•{Compare above, Nos. 12, 33, 37, and 56.) 



63. Let 



i €i. Let us now see Grotius's note, and then we dftill 
have had before us a tolerably compleat view of all th*^ 
has ever been said in favour of that interpretation. SuC9 
ceeding commentators have faithfully trodden in the steps 
of those writers. • . . . 

" Kzrx Tv^v fTTiiyjjvfid^v Ilia apparitio dicitur noa 
Christi tantum futura, sed et Dei; quia Deus majesta- 
tern illam Christo tribuit, ideo dicitur Christus venturua 
fv Ty Soi,cc Tov Uz'T^g (Mat. xvi. 27. Alarc. viii. 38.). 
Ita hunc locum recte accepit Ambrosius. Qui putant 
rrov arajTV]^og dici debuisse, si base distinxisset Apostolus, 
Apostolus, norint in his libris tcc caqhqx sa^pe poni, ubi 
opus non est, et sa;pe omitti ubi ex usu ponerentur. ^O^ 

Now, Sir, as to what is said here about the Ai^ticle, I 
believe, that, exclusively of the few passages where you 
wish to reform the common version ; — I am willing to 
exclude them, as j/c'^ in debate — but I say, exclusively 
of them, I fully believe, that there is no one exception 
to your first rule in the whole New Testament: and the 
assertion might be extended infinitely further. But, in 
all the other places, (whatever it may be in those con- 
cerning which zve are particularly interested) having, un- 
der your guidance, examined them, I am persuaded that 
the idiom is not " anceps^*' not " ambiguum." Nay, 
may I not venture to add, that the Greek must be a 
strange language, if such a thing were possible ? 
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"With respect to the other part of this argument, that 
of authority^ I have already said, I fear, more thaa 
enough. 

I am. Sir, i&c. 



\ 
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JlN our last example we abounded in authorities I fear, 
even to weariness. In what follows^ our complaint must 
be changed. My materials become very scan^. 

The mere Commentators on St. Paul are numerous; 
and therefore, he who should seek'for the opinion of an- 
tiquity respecting any passage of that writer, would sel- 
dom be entirely disappointed, even though he wer^ not t^ 
extend his researches beyond the Commentators. But, 
besides them, all the remains of Ecclesiastical antiquity 
abound in quotations from St. Paul's writings, 

ft 

Not so with respect to the Catholic Epistles. Of them 
manuscripts were comparatively never numerous. Ac* 
cordingly quotations also are rare. Chrysostom, for in- 
stance, in all his writings, has not a word either from 
the second Epistle of St. Peter, or that of St. Jud«^ 
And the following Commentators, who have written oft 
St. Paul, all desert us here, viz. Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Damascenus, Theophylact 3 besides the different Latin 

P writers. 
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writers, as Jeroriie, Pseudo-Ambrose, Sedulius, Remi- 
gius, Primasius, &c, &Cf* 

It was not, therefore, to be expected, that my col- 
lections on your two remaming examples couJd be very 
extensive, -^. . 

However, my part is not so much to bewail a^y de^- 
ciency, as honestly to produpe what J have g^ithered, Ijp 
jtiAUJph, or little; .: . . * 

1 . Hei^ iken,' Sir, . is jdue YSntSst x£ |i3>y Gm^ 0x1- St» 
peter, even (^le reference. 

It is icom ^tiie&faiilia 'underihe ^ame of OecunieniiijS, 
4&€ og^ (*Gredc^. damment^acy :on ^s part of the Epis- 
tle which ia^^ye^Obuse^i published ; for the Latin trianala^ 

. * Hqw simll »thp ©uinbffrwas jpf Gxfigiii ranjd Latin writers -rv^hq, 

through all antient times, iionunented on these Epistles, the .reader may 

see, by consulting Scipiq Maffei on C^siodorus's CompUxiones, p. 245 

—249. 

: Bdsidj^ wbfit Ma^ Qiepdans, it yirox^ hgye teen w^dl if we coulcl 

Ji|i^ ba^fi*? <^FP^!F,t«PHy Pf (SJt^W«?ARg tjie ^Qitia.9f Victor Antip5:jliep«« 
\y^icfi ^are nrob^^ly Mill extant. ^See. Cave's Hist^ Liter^rj^, vol. i 
•.373.) Also th^ Conimentary of Euthymius Zigabenus (C?ve vol. ii. 
1 90. J and ^ Catena mentioned by Matthaei (Gr, Test. vol. ix. p'. 23 j, 
pircjfid*) of which he* promises an fsditiop. The IVfSS. in the library df 
9^\rGhlle0e, Oxibrd, (Nos. 13 and 14. MiiL'« £r<>leg<^' s^ct llSS^and ' 
]^ig^\y^i\pdxjf^-\^^h\K^e^(4 ^ friepjd, suj^Jy no*bing./o|: ouf 
jPUf^qpe^-^Anofhi^r (If tip) pj^Qsition, not njienlipned \)y f^a^ei, is 
jthat of p^^b. Mar^ VictPf in^5 (Cave ypl. j. p. 2?p.) 
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t5on;o^ Didymusr A^dxahdrimts docs not contain i Word 
on any pact of tfte^i/- chapter* 

•  r • .'•'•• y 

£i[i«ttv]. ff^(pi£titi Kil Sa^uaw * • * * ivT^xa Ss ait. itqo^ 
ti\»^i<av «v«rTvi«ri T^.^jfOi^ijfiMyTk Taw ntt^frmraUTcaVf y.ca t.x( 

Tsgy ovK etv hiicciOi vtrre^eiv rii/og TOt/^u^ 6^\^ w^i '^^(pHVtftra 
Kx^ig iif*iy victi fifvjvii] To l$v|^ ouTcwf. %afi5 V*^ *^^* ^*P^* 

Toy ®eov, KUi Ii^<70u tou Jiufiou, 5itf tii^ fiita^ xvtov Svvx^ 
uacog rvfg xos^^TQg ^ctv/^g v(iu*v 5«rpH<^^'^*^i. «wTtH/ ^vjy f^i- 
•yo^cTij/, THv ^o^aj/, Tv^v af€TV|i/» 3i' ftiv Ttf |A6yto'Ta f-t^yT^f X* 

ffewg. Ey ^TTiyj/a^^a Tou 6fou]. To £§h^ Vf<;*v tw$ f v ^Triy^* 

^KjTiv Xaxova-t, hix T^g hmctioavvvig rroy &eov v^f^wv, x^?^» 
yixi €i^viyvi 'T^Xvj^vui&iy'. Hto l$vjf o'&ro^j* €y eiftyvoxret rov 

^i^ag avTQy- Sv)/ai*^6ug^ nsavTct .tx *n^g ifa^iU K^i eikre^ca/- 
eica^v^irxTO, ^utvjv* tvjv anciywr^u tov xaXiBcrivT.aj? Mf^^tf Staf 
3o$<l^ Ktf i a^e%gy Si* vig Soi^vig kxi x^6%g rx r^iJ^ix Hcct jUre/yi;afla? 
€*7rxyyeXiA,xla eBoQ^i. lvafyavyi(r$f£ ^etitg HOivvvoi^ <pO(rea^^,fi/ t^ 
ci%o(pvyeii/ T>ig KOG'ii.iiivig e^TFi^vfi.ixg TJiv^6of^v(Viii, p. 623.)'- 

• 

In the. above extract is comprised the . whole; o£ thafc 
part of the comment from which the interpretation of .the 
words TOv &eov I^ia^wv mxi cratv^^og h^aov XficTTOu can be 
looked for. I wish that it had afforded us something 
more determinate. 

P 2 Neither 
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tJ» Neithfer ^h^W we fare any better among the Latm 
>vriters. The only person, exclusive of the Commenta* 
tors, by whom I find th^s verse quoted, is an unknown 
«^ter, among the works of Sl^/ Prosper, and that in a 
passage which gives no explanation of the words about 
which we are concerned* And> as to the Commenta* 
tors, I am almost dred of boasting of the sufirages of 
Bede^ or Thomas Aquinas *• 

Let us therefore go on to { Jude v. ♦.) your last exam- 
ple. 

The places which I have found that follow the com- 
ttion reading [rov fi^ovov ieff'TrOTvii/ ©EON k^l nv^it^), are 
only three* 

« « 

1. The^r^< is the Commentary of Oecumenius, Wet- 
stein indeed, and Griesbach tell us, that he omits the 
fif ou. But I have consulted the editions (Verona) of* 
1532, the Latin by Hentenius, (Paris 1545) the Latin 
by Felicianus (Basil 1552), and the Greek of 16ia 
(Frankfort) and 1631 (Paris); and in none of them do I 
find that to be the case : though it must be allowed, inn 
deed, we cannot prove from the context, that ^ecv was ia 
his manuscript. The following is that part of the com-, 
mcnt about which we are interested. 

^ See Appendix No. 5w 
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To Sf , fj^e^rdTi^evres eig ^^iXeyeiaif^ a^ti tow 'Ka^xx^'^ 
^xilovTsg anco tvjj (ru)Cpqo(rvv)^g eig a(reXyeixu. «(p* ou kxi «f- 
Y^itr^Ki (n^^xivei av^ovg tov fcu^iov m»^wu Ivf^oui/ X^iTToy. 
K^i 'TTo;^ 7^^ ovyt x^uovuTxiy ol Stx r\^g ^rov ^lov xkx^x^jixs 
fTov *jcx<ryig (r(i)(p^oa'vvi^g SiSx^yixXoy olopei Tkvi Sixhto^ ^o;^ 
•^ flrTOTOf**oy ♦^Oiovfjuevoi ; Tig yxq HOivwix Cptati ttjoj (Tko- 
TO^ ; IItf^«K^X6;y £T^7A;w^£^d:Ki] ensxyt^v^iefT^xk "JFXfXKxXsi. 
rovg x'TxS.TOv XficrTOv KXTxSeE.xfA.euovg (TOJ^yi^x, hxi rovTf, 
fjre'Ttir'Tevyiorxgy ^ovt* ecm, (iuvj eKXeXvy^evcag iix^ri^viuai, 
xXXx awT€ivxuTxg iavTOvg e^i \m,xXXou f^etr^tf* ^g cr£f* 
TOUT© tf^ou^vjf. Afc^«f^£voi <yjff Tov eytfvdfWTTvjcTfljyT^ Ao70y, 
a Xeyoti*.Bv tre^ov Im^sv eivcu <tcv ?r^o iKicjuot^y fx tov 
Jlxr^ogy CTfpov 56 Toy ^'t' €(r%«Tft;y €h tvi^ j^^iit^o^ k^m. 
x«t' i^itfv VTOfl-T^jiy, To;^ OUK XV d:fyvi6civif4.€y <TOy ly^f kl^- 
fiov XXI he7^Q,'TViv ; €l^ yxq xuqiog lvi(rovg k^6' kvuyjiv OMOvi^^ 
fi^iKtiv. 'O 7tff TfO xi&iyiQv 6eov Aoyo^ ;<«a ©eo^, tig Tvjy Tvjg 
fi^^TvjTO^ io^rcy xvx^oiT(a(rxv sxuv Tvjy (rxpaxy ViV xiso ^^ 
kyiug nsxp^eyov ai, xqxv^g <rvXX\\y\>feu)g xvaXu^cv^ e\g xxt 
xif^O£ £JTiy xT:xv7(av oajncoTVig. ^.xqiv [»^eTXTi^eyTeg^. 
0ci/^L Tov {ji^erxiTOiovvregy n^xqxTCOiovvTag. 'Xxof^i-yvja-^; 5« 
})l»,xg (iovXc^i^xi K. T. Ii$.. (Vol. ii. p, 623.) 

2. Pfofessor Matthaei, in his edition of the Greek Tcs^ 
tament, has printed certain Scholia from a xnanuscript of 
which h^ gives th^ following ^ccount^ 

. ^* D. Cpdex membranacevis sec^ xi. Continet Acta 
Apostolorum, epistolas catholicas et D. Pauli cum scho-- 
Uk. Scholia ad epistolas catholicas, guce veins tissima sunt^ 
Vjfra ?didi. Sec." (Preface to the Catholic EpistleSj, p. 25,] 

The 



The fdllowhig^ is tFanscribesd fiN>in these 'Schollit 

*lfu(yj/ Ivfj-obv itfiiT'toi/ tffvou(A^vo*j (pi^artv, ^O y«p ^log «u- 

tfXX* encei riu^g Xeyoucri iTffoy ^ev ewoti viov^ 'fov bk &eou 
ncarqOg K&ryov^ ereqoi^ Se iSi^aagy TOVh ex yvva^LKOg, *jpi/vfa-avT^ 

^iK)/iVy ^v[v n^qog ye, (p^iiii, rov ek &eou Xeyou, eig nyi¥ tvj^ 
^soTVi^og So^xv avcc^0i*T6&(r\^g ctvTi^v Tv^g (ra^aog. elg ovv xqx 
yLqi<rrog MXi v\og. ecTi. yxq out«^ [t*(n/og twv o^av SesvroTVjg^. 
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agSicc^i^K^g 650V, eieqov Se TVf{ yea^gy l^g 5uo otqxccg avfTirs-* 
^ocy\t^s)^xg «XXvjXa^j, ncovvi^xv re hcu ocyx^yiUy eip^rr^vre^ 
*Ka(fy{ rif iiti(rei, kxi cciA>(porreqag ^evvH^ovj, toj/ [aovov ftcot^" 
Tiai y:vqiov cc^vovunrcci. ^O^ev SitJc^ai ^ovXciuevog, ori elg-ecr^ 
'U^ "taXaiag ncti Xfsctg Stcc^viKv^g ^ecg Kcck KV^iog lvi(tovg Xjit* 
Tpg, €%viyxyevy v^oii.v\^(rai Se vy^ag ^ovXo{uAiy x, t. X» 
(p, 235.) 

3 . The third Is only a Latin testimony- 

-Fulgentius, *wje are told^ was a great Grecian; and- 
therefore He might justly have claimed our respect. But 
it is maintained, that the Treatise from which our extract 
id taken, has no right to the name of Fulgentius *• Arid 
mlfortunately the main reason given, is the profound ig- 

 Seet>upin> Cave, &c. ^ . 

nora&ce 
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noratice \yiiich it betrays of the Greek language. As 
far as 1 see, Ais judgmeiit is too severe. Still the tracit 
rnay not bjs Fulgentius's. . ][ud<^d it ^ems irathej: the 
SYork of an earlier writer. . . 

The title of the Chapter is, Tesihwnia, de JEquaiitate 
Patris et FiUi: and in the series of these testimonies,, .as 
we find them closely strung together, he writes .(Adveigr 
SU& Pintam Arianuin p. 720) .^' In Epistola. Jpannis 
(2 Jq^. v. 9,) Omnis qui non nui)Wt in (loftjiud^ChrisIu 
fiewT^ mn habet. Qui permaraet in doctj\in4% ^t j^Hiiim H 
Patrem habet. Filius prlus, /» £pistola Jucjl^; Domiiia* 
tortm et Deum, iiostimm Jestim Christum negantes, Et De- 
10$ et Dominjtis. In Apocalypsi dicunt MoiUibus ct Patris, 
&p, (ApQC,yi. 16.)'' .... 

. In tjhie xjKthier write^rs Fhere I find this versi^ quoted, it 
IS always without the Qaot/. Even theji the clause nausit 
be allowed to}be an important one; it may, therefore, be 
worth 6ur while, and is by no means stepping out of our 
way, lo see hoWy in that case, the words are interpreted. 

'Af The fcd'lowing is the text, and commentary of Di* 

'^ Siibinti'oismnt euim xjuidam iwfiines^ impii, qui olim 
fr^scripti ^t pr^ed^tinati erani in hoc jiulicitpn. Domini 
^stri gratiam trftrisferent^s in h^ftmmn €t solum domina^ 

ifir^m, ef c<pt^^ - , . 
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^ ' . # . e . gratiam Domini riostri Jesu Christi in luxu* 
iriam mutaverunt, per ipsam spurcitiam suara, negantes 
'unum doininatorerri Dominum Jesum Chrislum eoraro> 
qui per evangelium sunt vocati/* And again, afterward* 
— " per quam luxuriam, et efFectus ejus negant solum 
"dominatorem et Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum* 
Animadvertendum est solum dominatorem esse Christum, 
^o quod solus verus sit Deus. Sic enim, cum solus sit 
dominator et Dominus Jesus, non expellit auctoritate 
Patrem, dicensei, Domineccsli eiternc (Matt. c. xi. 2S.) 
Sic neque Pater, cum solus sit verus Deus (John c. xviK 
3.) extraneuin facit a ver^ dictate Filium."- 

. There can be no doubt but that Didymus understood 
the TOv f^oi/ov hzd'KOTv^'y Kai av^iov of c^ne person. . 

5. And we may say the samq also of Cyrillos Alexan- 
drinus. 

y.xi 10V fjuovov hitT'JsonyiV xai kv^lcv np^t/ Iv^cfcw 



ii (paiA^ev^ o'Tk i^^^og fjufi/ aa-it vlog h €*c Qsou Ilctr^og Aoyo^ 
^rra^og Se x«t* iSixv o fx yvvcciHog, yi^vv\(rxiue&ct tov (iuovoi/ 
^£/7roTv^y. slg yz^ Kv^^Qg hi(rQug Xfi^TOf, -xay tvwiriv ouo^ 

-TH5 ^BQT^TOg So^av avx^o^Tiixryjg atutou tm5 7^qHog. e\g cc/v 

(De Recta Fide, vol. 5. part ii, P| 78.) 

6, Again/ 
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6. Again the same writer (vol. v. partii.'p. 190. Epis- 
tol.) 

Tlfpi rcav TOiovrcai/y S>g ye o/fiu^i, ysy^x^affi tov Toorvf^og 
ol i^x^i^Tai. Tlcc^€i><reSv(rav yxq Tiveg k. t. £^, — xai rov [juO- 

Ivio-ovg Se K^Kr^og cvoi^^ccioiTW av SiKOTOog ey au&^cs'Trov f#.(Jp- 
(p\f nca^vjvwg o Aoyog. Er/rei (p^x^erootrxp k. t. eS;. But 
this example can hardly be said to be determinate. 

7- The verse is also quoted by Ephraim Syrus (vol. i. 
p. 1 13 of the Latin translation of Gerard Vossius) ; and 
by a writer, later than Nestorius, among the works of 
Chrysostom (vol. viii. p. 76. Appendix.) these however 
I need not transcribe, as they contain nothing of expla- 
nation, 

8. The Latin writers* which leave out the "Deum," 
are Lucifer Calaritanus, and a writer among the works 
of St. Augustih. The latter discloses nothing for our 
purpose (Vol. x. p. 30. Appendix. Also Augustine's 
Speculum vol. iii. p. 612, omits the " Deum") but Lu- 
cifer evidently understood the words of Christ only. 

** Subintraverunt enim quidam homines, olim quidem 
praesgripti ad hoc judicium, impii, qui Dei gratiam trans* 
ferunt ad impudicitiam, et qui est dominator noster ct 
Dominus Jesus Christus, eum negantes. Cum negato* 

* See Appendix^ No. 0. 

Q ribus 
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ribus vobis blasphemis fuerit nefas convenire, &:c.'* 
(P. 222. De non conveniendo cum Hereticis.) 



Now that I have produced my collections upon St. . 
Jude, you are, perhaps, surprized to find,, that there is ( 
still something more to come. 

But, while I was examining my Greek Testament, 
with your Remarks in view, I could not help asking my- 
self, whether St. James might not mean, in his first 
verse (loixctfjSo^ Qfou n^i Kuf iou Ihtou XjQicrTOu 5o-vXo$, &lc.) 
to call Jesus Christ, God and Lord. 

I saw, indeed, that this passage was produced as the 
first example of your 5th rule, which tells us, that when 
no article is prefioted to the former of two nouns connect- 
ed by the copulative k^i, these nouns denote diffetent 
persoQrS« ' 

. Yet it seemed to me, that the several forms and mean- 
ings respecting the nature of the article, might be ar- 
ranged in the following manner, and rules adapted ta 
them accordingly *, thus : 

* The reader may not be displeased to see some part of these forms i/enfiedhy 
extracts from Gieek writers. First (i stand sd) K«» ir«^iv w; df^/utof o Ild^ 
Hfovnj^i iej0(» ofio^yi» «(^*>( cwrov itiai rov vUv tov 0Mt;. Ov yw irari, ^v ki • ^ 
%^9*C9^ vlo^ Tot; Giot;, x^"^^ ^^^ ^^ a^^u, m>\X» fAsra rw et^^^v^ *0 vloq, 
9ot;ri0T(y, avTQi ixi i>o^ Hi »xk {Mxifi* ev xa^T» tuo^ m^ o <| avrfii T9}$ ov^iaf 
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1. Kv^iog. 2. 'o Kv^iog. 
3. ^0 Kv^iog Kat o Ewti^^. 

/n English. 
i . A Lord, or Lord. 2* The Lord. 
3. The Lord and the Saviour. 
• 4. The Lord and Saviour, 

5. A Lord and a Saviour, or, a Lord and Saviour. 

The third and the last forms may be used indifferently 
of one, or tzvo persons: just as in English we may apply 
the corresponding expressions, " 214^ Lord and live Sa^ 
vioury^ and " A Lord and a Saviour,** either to one, or 
ft£x> persons; while (according to your ^r^^ rule) the 
fourth form (like our English, " The Lord and Saviour") 
is invariably spoken of one only. 

aXx'oX^kTTo; fAtra Tov a^fw tU tarif, (The«phylact. in Molt. c. xvi. v. 16^ 
p. 93.) See also Euseb. contra Marcell. De Eccles. Thtol. lib. 2. p. i33« 
Again, (3d.) *0^% ^ ray flr^uqy aif^ffrof (speaking of St. Thomas) vti^ airo rout 
m^cto^au riK TtXiV^ct^ ^i6\oyoi «^»jto( ar<^»;^9i). Tof 7^^ ^ (pva-uif" km m» 

^0-i» (x»> yo^ iv ayO^anrtfv ro Kp^ \fytr»t, ^( ro, Kv^w, u ov tfiaoTcwa^ mvrw^ 
Joann. €• xx. 15.) ha ^ ro itiriiy 9sof /mv, rqy Of»«ir ovahou. If a fjarrot xeu toy 
avroy i»ya» Kv^ioy xai Ofbv. AiixFt/tfy h^ &c. (Theophylacc. in Joann. c. xx: aS.) 
Also, {Nicet. Paphlagon. ap. Combefis Auctan Biblioth. Fat. 1672.) *Ottv^ioq 
fMV,. Kou 6ffO( ^v. OvK oXXof xt'^io^y ««» otAXof dto(* 09it ftX^o? o i|^n^»^iajtu« 
yo;, xai oXXo; df»(piii, oeAX tat v^tTXniAfAOtn Avrro; Kv^to;, atrro^ ot/ro^ pov Oco; 
ax^amVo^ Til 6f onjrft x0M «Xn«TOf. With respect to the 4th form^ we may refer 
back to Letter 5. No. 31. p. 80— 8 1. Lastly (5th) in the following passage, two 
personal nouns are predicated of one subject :— -£te( hm 'O X^»0to$ ^0 fvcm^ 
BX^h ®<of ^^^ Ay9^«9ro( tf9* Thcophylact. in Matt. c« xvii. 27. p. 102. 

Q 2 Accordingly 
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Accordingly it may, I conceive, properly be said, that 
in general the words "0£ou xa* xufiou," may be used 
either of one, or two persons. In the instance before us, 
I felt as if it were more probable that it was St. James's 
design to convey the former meanipg. For, had he in- 
tended the lattery he would perhaps have been led to 
have adopted this form, IxKa^og Qeov SovXog, nat Kv^iou 
Iv^a-ov K^KfTOVy or ha\'e inserted the word o^cc^^og; thus^ 
I^Kcy/Joj Qeov ^ar^og, kcci kv^lov, &c. This latter form 
{Qeov "KXTqog hzi av^^ov) is found perpetually in St. Paul's 
Epistles*, and effectually avoids all ambiguity: while 
the words (Qeov kxl kv^lov) without the article prefixed, 
never occur, except inthjs passage of St. James. 

However, I did not lay any further stress on these no- 
tions, than to be determined by them, to watch, as I 
Went along, in what manner this verse might be inter- 
preted by the Fathers. I come now to produce the 
fruits of my search. 

1. I fancy there can be no dispute but that Amphi- 
lochius, or the following writer, whoever he may be,, 
understood the words of one person. 

H'TTiiTTVjj^ TC^oregov TlatvXog ev ecyuoioc nat earxocrov {jucc-- 
fiwv rrviv Tov Xf*<JTOv Svuxi*.iv, eu^yvcyfjuovo^j fKvjfu$£v. Ouh. 

* See Rom. i. 7. . 1 Cor. i. 3. 2 Cor. i. 2. Gal. i. 3. Eph. i. 2. 5c 
Yi. 23. Phil. i. 2. Col. i. 2. 1 Thess. i. 1. 2The5S. i. 1 & 2. 1 Tim. 
j. 1 &2. 2 Tim. i. 2. Tit. i. 4. Fbilem. 3. 
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aav rrou"^ XjiTrau (1 Cor. xv. 9.) naXiv,aij.(p£fixXev h 

yu^LOu Hai 6fOj/ eavTOv w{j^oXoyy](rev. (Joan. XX..25.) Htao*- 
rri^Tav 5f ^ors kui ol tov J&;jvj(p vloi, acc^wg ^A^cc^TV^ei o Ey- 
ayryeXKrTvig (Joan. vii. 5.) aai tiji 'TTfija 5i3^%6fvT£^ ta 
«X>|6f^ yeyfci(pviKX(rii/y lacKio^og kxi lovSccg^ T^w/Ti taj koj*- 

fuy, 0£OU Ktfi Kv^iOV 1V)(70V Xfi<7T0U SouXoU^ fcflJLITOU^ £IVKI^ 

fugvou avTOvg €i^ hntQJToXovg l^jou X^kttou, tov xi;fiOv 
XiKi 06ot; v]fii,ct^v fA.£6' ou 7^ IlaTfi Kcci &c. (In Sahctam 
Deiparam, p. 56.) 

2. The next authority Is from the Latin'traiislation of 
the Commentary of Didymus Alexandrinus. 

*' Jacobus Dei et Domini nostri Jesu Christi servus^ duch 
decim iribubus qua: sunt in dispersioncj saluUm. Sicuti 
mortalem gloriarn homines appetentes, in suis conscrip- 
^ tionibus, dignitates, quas putantur habere, pra^ponunt: 
ita sancti viri in Epistolis quas scribunt ad ecclesias, 
principaliter proferunt servos se esse Domini nostri Jcsv. 
Christiy aestimantes hanc appellationem supra regna to- ' 
tius mundi consistere.'' 

* The cammon reading here is ixiCk-na^av tow 0«ov, and Mill, Wctstela, 
and Griesbach mention no other, ©mv would also^ I conceive^ better 
suit the train of Amphilofhiuk^s reasoning. He is producing instancef 
of those, who, having first doubted it, afterwajrds have come to confesa 
die Divinity of our Saviour. 

3. In 
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5. In the Expositio Patrum Graecorum in Psalmos 
(Antwerp. 1646 a Balth. Corderio) Vol. ii. p. 759. in 
'Psalm. 85. there is the following passage under the 
name of Didymus. 

AIATMOT. Kcci aXKccg ol kyioi ncccvTBi ctv%ov(nv, ag e'X* 
a^icoi^aTi i*.eyxX(p, t§j SovXoi^ eivxi Qeov. Toiyotqovv Icavag 
oftfv emv €^oi)rrcaiJ-Bvogy AovXog^ ei^ev ei{ut tov QeoVy x^i tov 
Geou Tou ov^xvov (t^^o\3.xi. (Jon. i. 9.) l^cci \».\^v oi Atoct- 
'^oXoi [ii.upTv^Q]jv<Tai T^og tov Ewtvjjo^, >ixXcag xvtov Si* ej- 
ycav KV^tou oy^oXoyovvTsgy y,xL Xoyooi/, Tii^et^g yc^o (pcaueire 
f^e, 'O av^^og, ncc^ hiSxcryiaXogy y,oti KotXag Xeye^s' £^fA*i 
<y«f. (Joari.xiii. IS.) Tovto ovv axi b)goc^i(a\t.oc\uByotT(av 
hiavi (rvyy2x\j^\t.a^(ay'KqOTXT70V(Tiv. hcycccfiog yct^ Qeov y,xi 
KUfiOu Iv}(70u XfiCTOu hovXog' K^i Tio^vXog SovXog \v[<rov Xfi(r- 
TOt;, yix^xte^ Oi fK twj/ 'Trffi ctVTOvg cc^Lcvi^arcov ev Totig 
^icaTiKAig (Tvyy^aCpaig %fvjfiu«Ti^£;v e^eXowreg. GEOAQ- 
PHTOr. Kxt &c. 

4. Cyrillus Alexandrinus Is also an express testimony 
in favour of the same interpretation. 

laKcajiog Qeov y.ai Kv^tov Ii^^rov X^i(rrov SovXog^ rxig 5«^• 
he^u (pvXotig Txig ev t^ hixai^o^ocy %aiqeiv, Qeov ev&uSe 
y,xi Kvqiov x'JCOKaXei tov Ivjtovv X^Ltrrrov, tovto y,cctol (S^v(nv 
ovrx y^vcoTyiOJv Tv^g uXvj&siccg o Kvjfv$. Kxk n^iag eig 'TO<rov^ 
^ov aT:o^^x(rvveTai twv STe^oSo^ovvTWv o vovg, ag toi/ ovTiaQ 
eXOvTx (pv(reci)g vlov, yevvv]'T0Vy h toxv^tov {i'TPoXxiM^fixveiv j^ 
(Vol. 5. part i. p. 300. Thesaurus.) 

5. Again 
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5. Again. IlB^X'0^^o(popv\vrat yct^ oti hxi Qeag Kara (|>y- 

tnv €j'Ti, Kxt; €i yeyovev ev (Txqy.iy y.xi n^B^\^vey avh^ca^jso^ 

IxHco^og yofv o fj^xKac^iog Tccig SaSaKx (puXa^Q. 

eTTKrTMXXei .X^yoov. Ixytco^og Qsov y,xi TLuqiov lu^ov K^L(rj09 , 
Sovkog, OvKoyu ctLvetrov^iy cog Qaovy ytxi ol Six ^KT^reag 
Hxi ayix(7,[t.ov tov Six n:i(TTewg yieyi'k'^[i.evoi 'Kqog xSeX^OT^^. 
Tx' ni:qo(T)/{,vv\\(XOV(n, Se ovSev vjtIov, kxl ol rov HxT^og vloi, 
(Vol. i. p. 222, Glaphyror. in Genesin, Lib. viL} 

6. And lastly, the author of the Commentarius Rerum 
Jacobij Dd Fratris, whom ComiJefis takes to be Simeon 
Metaphrastes. 

Av]XovfTXi yx^ ev^vg xn:o yi^x\f^\t^v\g tou xyiov to p.€T^iO¥, 
Ex^l Se ovrag, IxKOJ^og Qeov y.xi Kvqiov Ii^cou XfitrTOu 
SovXog^ Txig SwSbkx (pvXxigy rxig ev tiji Sixo-'t^o^x^ xxi^iv. 
E^av yxq jtvTtf An:o(T'ToXo]^^y.xXaiv exvTOUy i^ ETKrao'T^oVy i| . 
roye [ueiioi/ £^%eiUy xSeX^povrrovKv^iov olg ovo[i^x(rL xvtov 
nxt HxvXog, yqx(p(i)v TxXxTXig (c. i- 19.). eS\^X(i)7^v* o S£ 
foig Tx^etvoTE^OLg (pxivsTxi xxi^oou, vlxl SovXou Ixvtoi/ 
'X^LCTTOv Tou Q^fjif^xig ^vXxig tov Ij§xviX, eivxi yvcapiiei. . 
(Auctarium Biblioth. Graecor. Patr. p. 520. Paris 1672.) 

7. The only Latin writer in whom. I have found this 
verse, is St. Augustin. It is not perhaps a matter of 
much importance; but, after a careful examination, I 
am not able, to satisfy myself, in zvkich sense he under- 
stood St. James, 
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' The phrase *^ usitatissimum exordium," and the ^rst 
view of the passage, seem strongly to imply, that he 
explains the words of two persons i while the argument 
of the entire paragraph attentively considered, seems, if 
I understand him aright, rather to lead to the contrary 
mterpretation. 

** Jacobus- autem usitatissimum exordium fecit Episto- 
lae, ita scribens. Jacobus Dei et Domini nostri Jesu Christi 
sej'vnSy diiodecim tribubus qua; sunt in dispersione, satutem. 
Credo, considerans salutem non esse nisi in dono Der," 
ubi gratia et pax. Et quanquam ante hoc yerbum no- 
minaverit Deum, et Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum, 
tamen quia nulla gratia, et nulla pace salve fiunt homi- 
lies, nisi quae est a Deo Patre, et Domino Jesu Christo, 
Sfcut Joannes' in tertid {sc. Epistola) veritatem^ sic iste 
salutem pro ipsa Trinitate posuisse mihi videtur." (Au- 
gustin. vol. iii. part 2. p. 678,) 

9. But, there is oTte Gree^ writer who has clearly a- 
dopted the other interpretation. It is CEKinitnenius in his 
Commentary^ Icmca^og Q€Ov acci Kv^tov Ivjj-ou K^^jtov 
S^vkog, ^uig SwSeKc^ k. t. X. Qeov (i.€v rov H^TfO^, Kv^iou 
Sb tcu vhv. 007*78 ei 6$ iTov ^«T^o^ y.xi vlov SovKog, OfjoO- 

encia-rreXko^/Tsgy victi SiSxjKOVTeg^ Tlcccrav ^^fct'v, Tv\v k««- 
■^x &€ov Xv'T^vivy &CQ. (Vol. ii. p. 441.) 

I have 
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lii^vg i2^yi^ Sir, |ai4 before you my whole, stock of 
the qM<»jt;^tiofi$ by the; Fathers of those v«rs«s in the New 
Testament yi^hich h»Vfe be^n the sul?j,ei5tirf Jfpwrrewatk$- 
Here therefore I might stop. — But there is a body of evi- 
dence stiff behmd oF so much importance, that it would 
be highly culpable were I entirely t© oimit Jt ; and so in* 
timately coi>nected with the line of argument whix;h we 
have taken, that the bringing of it forward cannot be 
regarded as a departing from the unity of our design. 
What I mean is of this kind. Supposing that a person 
is not satisfied with what we h?ivo been able to father, 
from the works which time has spared, on any, or all of 
the above verses, we might take up the different Greek 
writers, even from the most modern days of that Ian- ' 
guage (suppose we say the aera of Erasmus's Paraphrase 
of the New Testament) and should find them using the 
various forms of expression contained in those passages 
of Scripture, and othero closely resembling them, inva- 
riably in the sense which you are claiming; and thus we 
might trace our steps upwards in a regular order, even 
till we should touch the Apostles. To make a cotti'- 
plete transcript of such passages from all the writers 
where they might be met with, would be a work of 
more labour and shew, than use. Indeed the specimens 
which I mean to give, will probably seem too many. 
But the nomber of them is calculated upon the opinion, 
that the impression of k long established interpretation 
can only be effaced by successive contrary impulses. 
They wUl suSice^ I hope, to shew, hpw a more com- 
plete enumeration would supply all out deficiencies, 

R connect 
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connect the fragments and distant poHionis, and acting 
as a sort of cement, bind our materials together^ and 
build them u{> into one uniform solid ediiice, ' 

1. Clemens Romanus. 



HoLVTX rKxvTX i*^yag Svij^iov^yog y.xi Sejitori^g rwu 
xTxi/Toov ev fifvjvi^ KXi oim^oi/oioc "T^^qcreTx^ei/ aivxi\ Epist. 
i. c.20. ' : . • ^ ^ 

y.xi y^vqiog ['7[x)(Tv\g jx^Mg, o £KX6$«fju£j/o^ (tov) Kv^iov 
' I^trovv XjiiXTOi/, &c. Epist. i. c. 58. 

2. Polycarp. 

Ei ouv Seofue^x tov Ko^iov Ivx mH^ ^^^y o(pe.^\o\t.ay 
KXi iif4.£i^ x(pieux^, , Knt^yxv^^ yxf tov Kvpicv axt Qeov 
e<rit,ev o^d«XfA.a;i/^ xxi mxv7xg hai 'jsx^xcrT'^yx^ T(p fivnuXTi , 
TOU X^KTTOv, axi Ikxo'70v uTff txvTQif Xoyov houvc^i. Ad 
Philip, c. vi. 

3. Justin Martyr. • 

yxL rov <r(aryi^og v^fuojv l^^crov K^Krrov, y,xi Tlvevfi.xrrog x'yi- 
ov. Apolog. i. p. 131. §. 79. Ashton's Edition. 



i • 



V ' t 



* Sxa^xKog xxi tov \lxTpog "xxvtwu nxt Siavrorov &b6v vlog 
yixi x'xojroKog wv, h^jovg li^i<rrog. Ibid. §.14. p. 22. i 

m 
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cpyxnsuii^Bvov u^' ay<TOv '^u«k#pMt/K^I &€4\^ ^Of th^f Fa* 
ther.) Dialog, cum Tryphone, p. 282, Ed. Jebb. 



•'.I V' » . 



XfiO'TOu, Kxog xvtov €<rTt. p. 322. ^ 



. * 



Tcav oXwi/, &c. p. 336. 

At' cav x'j^oSeSeiiiTXL uto Tjjj Hxt^i, k^^ xu^i^ 7£T^yfx€- 
/ vog, y.xi uTkjf£Ta;v t^ /3ouX^ «i;tou, oxj'tog og oo^l^yi Ttf re 
Afi^xxi^ &c. p. 368. 

4. Irenseus. 

lux X^iJT^ IviCrOV 7^ Xl/^iOJ vif«.C(;v K4(i dfCp K^i CrUTVI^l 

^x^'fixffLX^i Kxrx rviv evSoyiixv *tov Hxr^og rc\j «Ofa-" 
Tov, 'xxv yovu Hxii.^^. L. i: c. x. p. 48. 

5. Clemens Alexandrinus. 

Kxi Tovg mohxg evi'^rev xvtuv (rx^xyos "Tce^iitairxiA^Bvog 
XTv(pQg 6foj y.xi Kv^iog^'Tcat/ oXa?v' ovyi afyufov^vj &c. 
Paedagog. 1. ii,c, iii. p. 161. 

Q^ ivvxij.eiii.ei/ o yiv^iog xxt ^eog %xvTav xv hv\ kxi 
Tw ovTi ^xvroyi^xTw^, Stromat 1. vi. p. 612. 

* To avoid a repetition of other instances of the form o Bt^ km xw^to^, I 
beg leave to refer the reader to Letter IV. p. ^7, &c. 

R 2 'OTyj 
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. 'o ti[f^ %kPtBSf>^ ^K^y K«i« my^^s dii^iMM <P^(m^^ ^^^^ 
. ;i'7r^ Tf»^W &c. Ibid. I. vii* p. 732. . . ; 

^Ov (fcOvov OVTX Qeov ccyot&ov Hare^x ^^fo^HTH^i^^i I 
. ^wTfif iffjbwv Kai Qf«^. Ibid^h yii. p. 7S7. ; ' 



\ » 



6. Origen. 

eXeyiv €v Ty Iv^^rou, Td, Eyw c^fjui ti oSog &c. (John xiv. 
6.) Cont. Cels. 1.2. vol. i. p. 393. 

A5uv4:t(5v u/^^ tov f^i taw* Aoyou i<^i Oeov 6f j aTreu- 
6vii/ai. Ibid. 1. viii. p. 795. 

TOv [hOvoyevvi avrov Aoyov Hctt. ^eov. Ibid. 1. viii. p. 192. 

XAi (TCtfTvif, Kup^oj *iff^ft;v "I;i70fvs X^i*"^*^.. S^lecta- in 
Psalmos,. vol. ii. p. 564. 

ft 

LtfCpa?; y^f '^JTTO TOUTcyv fA6fi.a6v|Kafji.£v OTA 5v;|Xioyj<yO{ 
yaL ^ecg luv TfcCpi^Tctfi/ Mcti crai^M^p tou Xfi5*T0u, 9£0^ if 
Mai 'TraTTjf v!([iLft;v €TTf. In Joann. vol. ii. p.. 216. 
{Huetii Edit.) 

6£0u x^i jODtVi^o; viiM.Oi)v. Soi,if yxq y.xi TitA.^ o xvhq»i:og 
e(T7eXxv(a7xi. Select, in Psalm, vol. ii. p. 584. 

7. Eusebius, 
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7. EuScbiiis, "* " 

• 4 



V ' '« » 



TlxT^qg avTQu «^;vHf«x€ &c, Ecc. Hist, L i. c. IS. 



» • 



TV)^. Oratiq Constantiqi ftd Sanctor* Ckipttilli*^*. II* 

©€01/ xaf a?$6«( Tjj A/3f«^fjr xajj. 5<€*X^%6^i, De Vita 
Constaptmi^ 1, iii. c, 53. And A^aia siMue p^e^ 
Also B. iv. c. 13. 

» # - . 

f4.ov. Ip Psalm, p. 628. 

A^cv Ktf i Kupioi/ Si^^o^o;^ xvyi^oqsvo\j..e\(Qv , Dmianstfat« 
Evang. 1. vii. p. 337. 

. "f . Ath^nasius. 

. Hxji TOig ^yxnsviMcri tvji/ enci^xveixv nrov yv^i,(nj nxt 
cruTv^qog axi 6eov vLXi "TcxiufixjiX^tag viuccu 1)^tov Xpitrrou.^ 
Vol. i. p. 294. 

Ol '7r0T€ £tn:ov7eg tqv €x lliceifixg ^^ocX^ovt^^ (i.vf iivxk 

 # 

Oure 
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tfv6if«ir*t^vit/ f4.0f<pMv; .' P- 1292. 



. I 



In what follows, I have confined myself almost en- 
tirely t6 those writers whom I have not bad anyother op- 
portunjtyiofciting* . \>j 

$. Amphilochius, ^ , » 

' lv](^{j XgicTTOv. Serm: 1. Titul. * '^ 



t' • 



./ 



JO, Asterius Amasenus. 
P. 150. 
yovg. P. 146, ; 

• • • 

11. Proclus. 

p. 352. 

VtfiMv IviJOv Xf io-TOv. p. 439. 

AiO K«i 'TfOO'Sf^OfAedfl: TIIV ioi,XVTO\) fAfy«X0U 6^«UK«i 

. . /S^cTi &c. Epistoh ad Armenos ap, Harduini Concil. 
Vol. i. p. 1735, 

12. Nilus 
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12. Nilus Monachus. 



• > 1 t 



Tcav oXcov, P. 43. 

XfiO-TOU, TOU T«TfiJ/0$f(?l/0^ &C. P. 114. 

ddx rv^g eTftaX^ffsoi^g tCv ovofk^xTog lv](rov X^iffov^ coy 
(piXxv&^a^ov ^eov kxi craTv^^og vjIm^wv. P, 180. 

iiT arfeTf i Ti[A.*j xaji Bo^a esg ^rovg ficicavxg. Vol. ii. ]p. 542. 
J 3. Evagrius Scholasticus. 

tola Basilisci, 1. iii. c. 4. 

« 

Toy yx^ i^eyxkov ^eov kxi ffcoTv^^og vjf^ct^y Iv|0"oy Xfio*- 
Toy, TovEKTvig xyixg.n:xq^evov &c. Zenonis Henpti- 
cum, 1. iii. c. 14. 

A 

0(itoXoyoyfiu6i/ 5h tcv jbtovoyf vvi TOy 0f oy ylov nxi d£Ov, 
TOV K^T aXv^Qfiav £vxv&quni:^(TxvTX. . Ibid. 1. ill. c.*14. 



< *>• 



Kai Tvjv TOy SecTorov axi crcc^^qog }ixi> 6f ov vif^wv Iv^ jov 
X^iorroy cyfjtfva^i/. Ibid. c. 14, 



;•< ; 



It^eyxXui 6f J? Kxi rwTv^fi vjjuuw Ii^(roy X^i^rcf. L. 5, c. 5. 

15. Andreas 



/ 



(i«»0 



14i Andreas Cretensis. 



P. 184. ' 

'TODu, Xgi(rT#y. P. 209^ 
.'O KV^iog v)f*ft?v Ha$ fifOf, ^akosp &c. P. 255. 

15. Maximus Confessor. 
Vol. i. p. 17. 

« 

jOf MK*'!^ Ivjjov Xgifl'TOy. P. 196-^ 

P. 253. 

Ev Tij f«.(<i; TOu Ivof JCgiTTOw x«i 0£ou crurviqog utoj-t*- 
«r« &c. t. 699. 

TfKflJi i^uvjfl-iv amov tov fi^eyaXov Beov Koti (ruTViqog losv 
. \kkm X^(r'TQv^ 70ug kx7^ svx^S &c. Vol. ii. p. 3ft. 



\, 
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«rvjv Tvjv fiXixfivv) x^& ofdo^o^ov Tov li^ayxXov &eov xxi 
a'ci>Tv>i^og iiy^av it^eo'^eve^v ois^okoyiay, sfATfotrfifv xvroif 
axi 'T^xiTVjg Tvj^ a^ia-eag. P. 114/ See also p. 195, 336. 

O Osog KXi 'TT^Tvjf eXeye *Ta> vita y.xi 6foi>. Vol. ii. 
p. 449. 

^USe n^xvxyix ts hxi (TfTTVj tou fA-ey^eXou X4Kt \$*xy,xqi* 
cv 0eov yixi 'TcxT^og e^jsinXv^trig, Tvig So&v\(roi^ei^vigy &c. 
p. 513. 

16. Theodorus Studites. ^ 

Kxi wg ^x\j[t.x7Tx Tx ^yx ^ov y^eyxKoy nxt \t^ovo\j 
^eov vifiuwv Twv X^i(TTixvctiv, &c. p. 649. 

^cyoTTOiOv ffTxv^ov'. p. 198. - 

Tv^V ^XxXllfl-iay V\U "TCS^iS^OtVliTXTO KV^^Gg VLXi &£og 

>Hi.(aif Tip 0iX£i5> aI(A.«Ti. p. 282. 

E$' 0) TO ntxvxyiov (rca[t,x tou 6f ou x«x crcoTv^pog v)f#-cvv 
Ivio-ou XfitTToy Kxrere&i^. P. 402. 

Xeywv, &c. p. 442. 

K«* TXVTX VTCe^ XfiiTTOU TOU ViOU TOU 0£OU X^i SfOt/ 

v;fii.w P. 539. 

S 17. Photius- 
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17. PhotiUs. 



(u,v)5€ 6et«Cou«v, ovu wsxovTcn. Epistolar, p. 96. 

« 

TV)g TOV siaOv ^e(r^OTOv yixi ^eov. Ibid, p! 133. 

Sicrre fAV^Se tovrov Cijv.cti7^^^(;r}v hei.x'^^ctiy OTi'^e^ o 
(Tccrvi^. v^fucut/ xcci &ec^9 "^^^ M'^v 'ToXiC^KOJv &c. P. 281. 

OTi ovS* XfiCTO^ KCcC &eog v^jxajy, uts rrvfi/ P)f>L^fTi<- 
f^evi^i/ (piKTii/ '7rfO(7fiXv)(pa;c, &c. Bibliothec. p. 396. ' 

*4uo rya^ ryep]/>}(reig tov tvcg X^i(/TcvyiCCi @e6v v)jbu<«;i/ £i.- 

50T6^. R 80h 

Oca Se Hal avrog o SsfT'^OTYg vutt isog Tiw.oAWv tl Xe-- 
yei Tj) Ma?crf;. P. 885. 

Tvjf n^zqovffix; .ccvtov evixvTOvg o Ku^io^ x^i 6^0^ >if^(f^^j 
X^KTTOg. p. 293. 

18. Petfus Siculus. 

To\^ l^eyaXov toiwv &eov y.x^' (ro:7'^,^o; V5[xa;i/ l^txov Xf/o*- 
Tov fTi Tii^ yv;^ oCpfifVTO^, x^i v^[xi*^ TOic ay^^X'xoLg juvj:- 
vajTqx ^euTCg. P. 10. 

19. Theophanes Cerameus. 

t 

Tov'^eov t^ui (raTv^qog vi{jufi;v Im^ov Xficrroy. P. 130. 
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r. 158. 

Xfitriov y^ VI ioi,z tig n^oug ctiu)vxg. P. 32j9. 
20. Germanus P^triarcha, 

X^itrrov yixi fifou vjf^twv. P. 143. 

fleou x;ka jWTvjfo; v^jii^wi/ I^jiTOu Xf^^TOu. P, 1j9. 

Kxv yi{t^»'j^U(Teig, eig tvjv tou hv^iqv axi ^eov K(*ft;v 
J>t(r<?v/ XfiJTOW -TPfOfXfVirii/, P. 159. 

IviO-OU Xf^^TTOV (*€Tflf /T^VT^y i(#^«v. P. 160, 

yi^i(Frif Tif dgjj Ko:* ^4^ciX£| v)fA.A;v* 3fi -©uv ^0j3ev fee, 
P, 165. 

S3 We 
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We might continue our progress still further, but even 
this brings us into the middle of the 13th century; so 
that we shall easily be excused for descending no lower. 
And it may be fairly estimated, what stress is to be laid 
on this part of the argument, when it shall have been 
told, that I have observed more (I. am persuaded) than 
a thousand instances of the form o Xfio-To; K«i Qeog 
(Ephes. v. 5.) some hundreds of instances of the o iJ^eyacg 
&eog Kcti (rw%2 (Tit. ii. 13); and not fewpr than several 
thousands of the form o &eog kcci (xcotvi^ (2 Pet. i. 1.) while 
in no single case, have I seen (where the sense could be 
determined) any one of them used, but only of one 
person. 

Here then our researches are concluded— as far a$ 
they respect the true interpretation of certain expres«» 
sions in the New Testament. 

The further prosecution of the subject through its only 
remaining step *, the verification of yovir rule in general 
instances, may best be left to the individual observations 
of those who are not yet satisfied. All I shall say is, that 
if I had met with any thing of that kind, in my own 
progress, which appeared to do otherwise than confirm 

* If any one wisbejs to examine Mr. Sharp's theoiy by the test of La- 
tin coippositions translated into Greek by Greek writers, according to 
the suggestion in page g, he may consult different yolumes of the Coun« 
oils. Eusebius £cc. Hist. 1. viii. c, IJ. Athanasius^ &c. 
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your rule, in its fullest extent, I should not hayc been 
witholden from producing it. • 

I remain. Sir, 
With great esteem and respect. 

Your very obedient Servant, 

P. S. It may not be amiss to subjoin two or three 
passages similar to that sense of the (^eov xii av^iCv of 
St. James, according to which both those words arc 
attributed to one person. 



i^iMV-*-"*"«W>*«K 



Qeo; y.ak 'K.v^iog tTS^og vice^ tov 'Tro^virviv rwv oXccw, og y.cu 
AyyeXog KaXe^Tcc^. Justin Martyr. Dialog, p. 161. 275. 

2. Tov 5s vioy Tcv Qeov, Qeov y.xi Kffioy avay.vi^uTTei^ 
yixi otXyi^cog vlov h\jx} Kxi> Qeov SiSxcrAS^. Eusebius de Ec- 
clesiasf. Theologia, 1. ii. c. 10. 

8. Tlors lA^Bi/ Qeov y,xi Kffioi/, TOTf he yjxt AyyeXou Qeov 
'TF^orayo^ever (viz. Moses, speaking of Christ) Qeog [jufv 
KXi^ Kv^iog Tccy ^eo(pi\oov xi/S^cay auyiyo^evofx.evog^ KyyeXog 
$€ rov xvcvTXTOv Ux^^og. Euseb. Demonstrat. Evangel. 
J. 1. c. 5. p. 10. 

4. OTi fA^ev Qeog xxi Kv^iog h K§iJ7og fo-T^y, ol mo^vf* 
TWf iA,x^Tv§ov(riu. Athanasius, vol. ii. p. 301. 

5. Ayx&i 
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(Mat. xix. 16.) Qeog nai E^v^Log »^o\j7Xi ou 'T^XA.y pu^XXoi/ 
w(p£iX€ 'TT^foiiTvio-^^rQiafi ; (alluding to St. Thomas's testi- 
mony, John c, XX, 28.) ChrysQstom vol, iii. p. 763. 

6, AvTOf \i,ouoyeu>]g rov Qeov vlog l^(rovg XjicTOf, Qeog 
K^^ Kvp*o^» e';rv)y<y€iX^Tp. Theocjoret, Vol. iii, p. 616.B, 

7. Ovy. ^XXoTfiwdvj ^ov vntx^^Hv i^eog :^xi Kv^iogTUv 
JXwv. (Of Christ,) Nilus Monachvis, vol.1, p, 44, 
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APPENDIX. 

g* III  . AMiJ. -   

No. I. 



'Ti 



ERTULUAN. De Pudicitia sect. xvii. p. 569. Omnis, 
inqutt, sermo tiirpis non procedat ex ore vestro. Item,* fbrnicatfo 
autem et immunditia omnia ne nominetur quidem inter vos, iBtcut 
decet sanctos (tanto abest ut excusctur) hoc scientes^ quod omni^ 
fornicator aut immundus non habcat Dei reoiium. 

2. Cyprian- Epist. lii. p. 74* Nee sibi in hoc novihaeretict 
btandiantur quod se dicant idololatris non communicare quando 
sint apud iilos et adulteri ct fraudatores qui Icneantur idololatria» 
Wmine, secimdum Apostolum dicentem : I^oc eiiim scitote intel- 
ligentes quia omnis fornicator ; aut immundus, aut fraudator, quod 
est idololatria, nonhabet hsereditatem in regno Christiet Dei. Et 
ilerum : Mortificate &c. Col. iii. 5. 

3. Ambrose. , De Lapsu Virginis Consecratse, c. vi. p. 311. 
Fomicatio autem et omnis immunditia^ nee nominetur inter rbs sU 
cut decet sanctos: Hoc scitote intelligcntes quia omnis fornicator, 
aut immundus, aut avarus non erit haeres in regtio Christi ct Dei, 

4. Again. Epist. Ixiii. p. 1025. Fomicatio autem et otntiil 
immunditia et avaritia nee nominetur in vftbis sicut dedct sanctos. 
Hoc enim scitote quod omnis impudicus aut avarus quod est idolo* 
latria, non habet hflereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. 

5. Jerome. Epist. 5. vol. iv. part 2. p. 8. Nolo, IVatercha- 

Tissime, cxaminato pondere delictorum, minora atbitreris idolola- 

trise crimine esse quse diximus. Imo Apostoli disce sententiam 

qui ait : Hoc enim scitote intelligcntes, quia omnis fornicator, aut 

immundus, aut avarus, aut fraudator, quod est idolorum servitusi 

taon habet hsereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. 

!f). Idacius 
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6. Macius Clarus Adversus Varimadum Arlantim, jj, Qfid 
(Vigilius Tapsensis, b. i. c. 46. p. 404.) Quod vero unum at- 
que commune (regnum) habeant Pater et Filius, ad EphesioS 
scribens, probat Apostolus, dicens: Hocrenim. scitote intelligent 
les quod omnis fornicator aut immundiis, aut avarus, quod est ido- 
nim servitus non habet bsereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. Curn 
igitur videtis unum es^e regnum Patris et Filii, cur vos impiodog- 
piate talia de illo adseverare conamini ? 

7* Againy same work » p.. 273. (Vigil. Tap • p. 407)i Item 
Apostolus; Hoc autem scitote intelligeptes quod omnis fornrcator 
aut immundus quod est idolorum servitus non habet baereditatem 
in regno Christi et Dei. Ecce Filium priori loco a Patre ostendi-^ 
inusnominatum. 

8^ Augustin. Speculum Epistolae Pauli ad Ephesios, voL iii^ 
.p. 393j 394. The passage quoted, but nothing nt>pre than the 
bare quotation. 

9. Also vol. V. p. 947. Quapropter prsesumere quis audeat de 
qomine Christiapo et.non cum omni obedientia et tiipore audiat 
Apostolum dicentem : Hoc enim scitote cognoscentes quoniarh am* 
nis fornicator, aut imm\indiis, aut avarus, quod est idolorum ser* 
iHUis noichahet hcereditateni in regno Christi et Dei. Nemo vos 
seducaty Sec. 

10. Again, vol. vi. p. 94. Profccto adversus ea nos instruxit, 
et paratos esse voluit idem Apostolus dicens: Hoc autcm scitote 
intelligentes quoniam omnis fornicator, aut immundus, aut ava- 
rus, quod est idolorum servitus, non habet haercditatem in regnp 
Christi et Dei. Nemo vos seducat inanibus verbis. Cum ergo 
audierimus quosdam fornicatores, et immundos, et avaros per ig* 
nem salvari, ut habeant haereditatcm in regno Christi et Dei ; nou 
oihsurdescamus contra istum reclamantemct dicentem; omnis for- 
nicator, aut immundus, aut avarus non habet haer.editatcm in reg- 
no Christi et Dei ; et ne acquicscamus illis verbis contra conti- 
nuo subjicientem, nemo vos seducat inanibus verbis. 

) 1 . Also 
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II. AIso^ Vol. vi. p* 669* Hoc enioi scitotoquod onini^ ixnpu- 
dicus aut inimimdus, aut avarus quod est idolorum servitus oqh 
crit hasres ia regno Christi et Dei. Ille se inerito Christianum ju- 
dicet qiii hsec praecepta custodit, qui sanctus^ humilts et pudicuS| 
et Justus €st, qui in misericordias et justitiae operibus conversalur. 

19. Also vol. ix. p. 84. In this page Augustia finit quotes the 
passage which we have given above (No. S.) from Cyprian: apd 
afterwards adds : Sed, si possufit, utdixi, amborum peccata aequ^- 
^liter appendantur, ignorantis blasphemia, et scientis idololatria, ft 
eadem sententia judicentur iJle qui Chnstum quaerendo in veri ai* 
milem sermonem falsitatis incurrit^ et ille qui sciens Christo resi«» 
tit loquenti per A)x>stolum : quoniam omnis fornicator, aut tm» 
mundtiSy et avarus^ quod est idolorum servitus non hahet hcn^di- 
tatem in regno Christi et Dei. Cur in illo baptismus et evangeliqa 
verba improbantur, in isto autem approbantur. 

13. Also vol. i);. p. 86. Hie tnini nulla est quaestionis obscuri* 
tas, aperte Scriptura clamat, Neqiie avari, neque rapaces regnum 
Dei possidebunt ; et^ Qui pecmiiam stiafn dedit in usuram (Psalpi 
xiv. 5.); etf Omnis fornicator^ et immundvs, et avaruSf quod est 
idolorum servitus^ non halet hcereditatem in regno Christi et Dei* 

14. And lastly, vol. ix. p. 92. Sermo Dei non nos seducit, 
qui nee tacet, nee parcit^ ncc ulla adulatione nos decipitt Idco 
quippe et alibi dicit. Hoc autem scitote cognoscentes quoniafft 
omnis fornicator J aut immundus, aut avarus quod est td^loruv(i 
servitus non halet hcereditatem in regno Christi et Dei* Nemg 
VQS seducatj &c. 

15. Scdulius in loc, p. 998. Hoc enim scitote : Hoc contra il- 
los agit^ qui solam fidem posse sufHcere dicunt. Aut avarus, Qiu 
«ic honorat divitias ut Deos. Nam in avaro idololatria est quod 
scripturam ipsiusnuniinis loco collt: ut voracium Devis venter est, 
ita cupidorum Deiis pecunia. Infilios diffidentice* In sodomitas^ 

&c. 

16. Fulgentius. Excerpta contra Fabianum p. 63, Inde est 
quod unum regnum un^mque sedem Patris et Filii Apostolicaprae^ 

T dicart 
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dicare non cessat aiictoritas. Beatus enim Paulus tinutn regftuni 

s I. 

Filii et Patris ostendens, ait, Hoc enim scitoie inteUigenieSf quad 
tymnis fornicator y auf immundtts^ mit avarttSy quod est idolonim 
setvitus non hahehit kcBreditatemin regno Christi et Dei* 

17. Cassiodorws. Expositio in Psalm, cxvi. voL ii. p. 393. 
Subjiciuiitquoqiie (Ariani) tertiam falsitatem: Pater semper an • 
tetius Filio pt3&dieatuf * Et ubi est illud, In principio erat' Ver- 
lunly et Verhum erat apud Deum : Vides nihil ibi fuisse praeposi- 
turn: nam et multis locis primus Filius riominatur, ut est illud 
Apostbli ad Ephesiost A?t. nescitts^ quia omnis fornicatffr et im- 
, mundus non hahet hcereditatem in regno Christi et Dei P 

18. Beda in loc, vol. vi. p. 805. Hoc enim scitote intelligen- 
tes quod omnis fornicator, aut immundtis, aut avarus quod est 
jdolorum servitus, non habet haereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. 
Positurus est enim:bves ad dextram, hoedos ad sinistram, &c. 

1&. Concilium. Calcuthense, Anno Christi 787. Concil. vol. 
ii!. p* 2078. Unde et Apostolus ait : Hoc namque scitote intel- 
ligentes quod omnis fornicator, aut immundus,, aut adulter aut 
avarus non habet haereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. Perpen- 
dite namque, &c. 

go. Concilium Aquisgranense. Aqno Christi 816. ap. Concil. 
Vol. iv. p. llSO.^^-neque rapaces regnum Dei possidebunt. Item 
idem: Omnis fornicator ant immundus, out avarus non habet 
hcereditatem in regno Christi et Dei. Item idem : Imitatores mei 
estote &c. (1 Cor. iv.) \ 

21. Rabanus Maurus in loc. p. 444. vol. ii. gives first the pas«- 
gage from'Hllar'us Diaconus, which is our third number (p. 15.) 
•*nd als6 at some distance below, our 8th number from Jeron*ie. 

STS. Bruno Expositio in loc. Idco haec non nominentur in vo* 
bis quod qui hujnsmodi est non habet haereditatem in regno Dei. 
Vel ita: Non solum ideo non nominentur in vobis, quod non per- 
tinent ad rem, sed etiam ideo quod auferunt regnum Dei ....... 

Dum ebim avarus magis diligit pecuniam quam Deum, earn sibi 
fecit. . Fornicator inqnaai, cum ille non habet haereditatem in 
• •• •• . regno 
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rtgno Christl et Dei : et ne ab haereditate regni alieni aitis videte^ 
Nemo seducat vos inanibus, &c. 

23. Anselmus Cantuariensis. Tractatus Asceticus, c. iv. sig«» 
nature F f f f f (not paged.) Quae etiam parimodo perniclosaesse^et 
aequali nos a regno Dei exclusione depellere edocet: lllud autem 
scitote quod omnis fornicator, aut immundus, ant avarus, quod 
est idolortim servitus non halet hcBredtiatem in regno Ckristi ei 

' Dei, £t itemm Nolite errare &c. (1 Cor. vi. 5.) 

24. Petr, Lombard in loc. — in resfno Chrisii et Dei. Id est in 
regno ccelorum^ quod est Patris et Filii. Sed attende &c. ^ 

25. Breviarium Fidei adversusArianos p. 81. (Pari? A.D. 1630. 
8vo.} Tamen utaequalitatem agnoscas^ audi in scripturis ubi eti« 
am prior Filius nominatur. Joannes Evangelista ait^ In principio 
crat Verbum, et Verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum ; 
in Verbo utique Filium indicavit. £t Apostolus ad Ephesios^ jiu 
nescitis quia omnis fornicator, et immundus non habet hceredita-* 
tern in regno Ckristi et Dei. Ecce et hie priore loco Filius nomi^ 
aatur. 
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No. II. 



t,A] 



.MBROSE. Comment, in loc. Ita ut darificetur nometf 
Domini Jesu CHriisti in vobis, jctvos in ipso, secundum ^ratiam 
Bet et Domini Jei^^ Chrisri], GautHo addit et preces, ut quia 
devoti sucit, digndtur Deus adjuva^v eos, ut pcrficiant opue ce^p^ 
tiim ad claritatem Dbmini Nostri Jesu Christi, ut perseverantia 
di«cipulorum teslimbnium sii magistri ad glbraim. 

2* Augustin, vol. iii. p. 597. in Speculo. The text, but with- 
cfut any remark or cotnment. 

• 3. Sedulius Comment, ad loc. . Notbirig<»i thepassge. 
4. Remigii Comment. a(d loc. Nothing* on the passage. 

• 6. Fulgentius. p. 6^8. Ncc soHmi itiitium bonss voluntatis d 
operis Deo assignat Apostolus, verum etiam ab ipso utrumque' 
testatur impleri, dicens : Ut dignetur vps vocatione sua Dens 
noster : ut impleat omnem voluntatem bonitatisy et opus Jidei in 
virtute, Et ut ostenderei hoc per gratiam fieri secutus adjunxit, 
ut darificetur nomen Domini nostri Jesu Christi in vobis et vos 
inillo secundum gratiam Dei nostri et Domini Jesu Christi. In 
illis ergo qui voluntarie salvantur gratia divina operatur ut velint : 
in illis autem qui nolunt humana duritia perseverat ut nolint. 

6. Primasii Comment, ad loc. Secundum gratiam Dei. nostri 
ct Domini Jesu Christi.] Non secundum virtutem nostram, sed 
secundum gratiam Dei. Diligenter considera, quod secundum 
gratiam Dei dixit, non secundum merita nostra* 

7. Bedae Commentar. ad loc. voL vi. p. 944. — Secundum 
gratiam Dei nostri et Domini Jesu Christi.] Vocationem ad Dei 
propositum asserit pertinere. Unde dicit, non secundum opera 
nostra, sed secundum suum propositum ac gratiam. Et unde 
item dicit, scimus quoniam diligentibus Deum> omnia cooperan- 

fur 



( 141 ) 

tur in bomim his qui secundum proposltum vocati sunt Sanctis 
De qua vocatione ait, ut dignos vos habeat vocatione susL satict&« 
Rogamus auteni vos, fratrcs, &c. 

8. Rabanus Maurus Comment, in loc. p. 488 vos in ip^ 

so secundum urailam Del nostri et Domini Jesu Cliristi. Pro his 
quae talia sunt perse veram us pro vobis orantes, ita ut dignos* vo» 
bonorum illorum exhibc^t Deus, in quorum et vocati estis fruVti- 
cncm, implens vos omni bono et confortans ita ut, €ft in Oj^ibus, 
ostendatis fidem, et'illa quae ab adversariis inferuntur facile suSti- 
neatis : sic enira et Christus in vobis gloriosus secundum preeseiis 
seculum videbitur; quando cum alacritatC/acquiescitiai pati pro eo; 
vosque, qui sic firmiter in eo credidistis, futuram fruimitii glori- 
am, quam sua graihi sibi cr^dentibus reprom^isit. Qbath c!^o 
conveniebant dici ad laudcm . . . .et ad exhortatiornerti . • • .in Itisce 
visus est (D. Paulus) scientiam consummdsse. 

9. firunonis Expositio ad loc, Jesu Christi in raffV, ei vos in 
illoj secujidum gratiam Domini (N. Dei not inr the text) nxfstri 
Jem Christi. Oramus eriani irt nomen Domini nostri 'Jestt Christi 
in hoc mundo clarificetur in vobis secundum fidem agentibu^ : et 
ut vos in futuro in illo clarificemini, in illo remunerante Vobijf 
non secundum meritum vxistrufii ; sed secundum -abundatkem 
gratiam Domini nostri Jesu Christi. 

10. Anselmus Laudiinensis in Loc. p. 340, et vos in iUoy s^ 
cundum gratiam Dei nostri et Domini Jesu Christie Et vos in 
alia vita clarificemini in illo, et hoc secundum gratiam Dei nostri 
Patris et Domini Jesu Christi ; id est secundum quod Pater et Fi- 
lius per gratiam Sancti Spiritus electis suis gratuita bonitate tri- 
buunt, supra quam meferi possunt. 

11. Pet. Lombard in Loc. et vos in illo &c. Et vos in futuro 
clarificemini in illo, et hoc hon secundum merita vestra, sed se- 
cundum gratiam Domini nostri Jesu Christi ; id est, plus qiiam 
4igni; v«I sicut homo Christus clarificatus* 
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No. III. 

1- HiLARIUS Pictav. in Psalm 1 19- Aleph. p. 246 ; 

5. Ejusdem in Psalm 1 19. Nun. p. 328. 
3. I^ucifer Calaritan. p. 268. 

. 5. Ejusdem^ p. 269« 

6. Ambro^ii Commentar. in loc. 
: 7. Hieronymi, vol. v. p. 1092. 

8. Augustinus in Speculo^ vol. iii. p. 600. 
9* Sedulii Commentar. in loc. p. 1122. 

10. Remigii Commentar. in loc, p. 252. 

11. Cassiodorus in psalm. 118. vol. ii. p. 399» 

12. Ejusdem^ vol. ii. p. 415. 

13. Primasii Commentar. in loc. p. 441. 

14. Bed. Commentar. in loc vol. vi. p. 1000, 

15. Concilium Cloveshoviae 2, Anno Christi 747. Concil. vol. 
iii. p. 1948. 

16. Rebani Mauri Comment, in loc. 

17* Concilium Calchuthense^ Anno Christi .787. Concil. vol. 
iii. p. 2074. 

18. Brunonis Expositio in loc. 



Noi 
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No. IV. 

JL HE following are the places where I have observed the text 
(2 Tim. iv. I.) in the Latin writers. 

1. Ambrosii (i. e. HilariiDiaconi) Comment, ad loc. 

2. Augustini vol, v. p. 356. 

3. Ejusdem vol. vi. p. 505. 

4. Ejusdem vol. ix. p. 267. 

5. Fulgentii de Fide ad Petr. Diacon. p. 490. 

7. Ejusdem excerpta contra Fabian urn, p. 72, 

8. Sedulius ad loc. p. 1126. 

9. Cassiodftri Complexiones ad loc. p. 83. 

10. Primasius ad loc. p. 468. 

11. Gregorii Magni, vol. ii. p. 8. ' 

12. Bicda ad Loc. vol. vi. p. 1034. 

13. Rabanus Maurus ad Loc. p. 517. 

14. Bruno ad Loc. 

15. Anselmus Laudunensis ad Loc. p. 377- 

16. Petr. Lombard ad Loc. 

Rabanus Maurus is the onlv one of the above who reads, ^* In 
f conspectuDei et Domini nostri." 
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No. V. 

I . JLf £ Vocauone Omniufn Gentium apud Prosper, p. 877. 
*^ Item idem in seciinda Epistola de iidei perceptione sic loquitur. 
Simon Petrus serviis et Apostolus Jesu Christi his qni coceqnalem 
nobis adepti sunt ftdem per jnstiham Domini et Salvatoris nostri' 
Jesu Christi, Unde autem habealur Spiritus Fidei Joannes Apos* 
toliis manifestissime docet, dicens, &c/' 

^ S, BedaadLoc. vol, v. p» 990. *^ In justitia Dei nostri et 
Salvatoris Jesu Christi. — Tills ergo scribit Epistolam, qui cooequa- 
lem sibi sortiti sunt fidem, et banc per opera justitise exercent : 
ejus videlicet justitiae, quam non huniana prudentia repp^rit, nee 
legalia- institutio docet, sed per Evangclium loquens Dominus et 
Salvator ijosterostcndit, cupi ait, Hsisi alnindaverit justitia vestrCy 

. tec.'' 

3. Aquinas ad Loc. 

' — ^^ Dei nostri, scilicet Christi, secundum Divinitatem effec-, 
tivd: et Salvatoris Jesu Christi secundum humanitatem meyi-» 
tori^. 
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No. Vf. 
GREEK AUTHORS. 

Firsi Century. 

1. Patres Apostolici, viz. Barnabas^ Clemens Romanus, Her- 
nias, Ignatius, Polycarp, Sec. Apostolicas Constitutiones, Ha* 
miliae Clementinae, &c. 2 voK fol. Antwerp. 1700. 

2. Grabe's Spicilegium Patrum* 2 vols. 8vo. Oxford, I698, 
&c. 

Second Century, . ^ 

3. i^ustin Martyr. Colonise, 1686. fol. 

Dialogs cito Tryphone Judaeo. Edit. Jebb. London, 1719. 
8vo. 

Apolbgiae. Edit. Ashton. Cambridge, 1 768. 8vo. 

4. Irenaeus. Paris, 1710. fol. Edit. Benedictin. 

5. Theophilus Antiochenus. Colon. 1686. fol. with Justin 
Martyr, Tatianus, &c. 

6. Tatianus. Colon. 1666. Oxford 1700. Edit. Worth. 8vo. 

7. Athenagoras. Colon. 1686. 

8. Hermias. Oxford 1700. 8vo. 

9. Clemens Alexandrinus. 2 vol. fol. Oxford. 1715. Edit. 
Potter. 

Third Century. 

10. Hippolytus, gVol. fol. Hamburgh, 17 16. Edit. Fabri- 
cius. 

ll.Origen. Vol. 1st and 2d. Paris, 1733. fol. Edit. Bene 
dktin. 

Commentaria. 2 vols. fol. Paris 1679. Edit. Huetius, 

U See 
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See also Griesbach*s Symbolse Criticae, vol. ii, which contains 
an accurate transcript of all. the quotations from the New Testa- 
HI ant in the genuine works of Origen. 

12. Gregorius Thaumaturgus. Paris 1622. fol. , 

13. Methodius Patarensis. Paris liS44. fol. 

Fourth Century, ' , 

14. Eusebius. 

Preparatio Evanglica. Paris, 1628. fol. 

Demonstratio Evongelica. Also, Contra Hieroclem, Adversus 
Marcellum, and De Ecclesiastica Theologia. Paris 1628. fol. 
^ Historia Ecclesiastica. Cambridge, 1720. fol. Edit. Reading. 

Commentaria in Psalmos et Hesaiam. Paris, 1/06. fol. in the 
Collectio Nova Patrum Grsecorum by Montfaucon. 

15. Athanasius. 2 vols. fol. Paris, I698. 

Opusculaet Fragmenta, Pari§, 1706. in the Collectio Nova by 
Mountfaucon, ' 

16. Cyrillus Hierosolymitanus. Paris, 1720. fol. Edit. Bey. 
nedictin. 

17. Dionysius Areopagitic. Paris, 1615, fol. 

18. Titus Bos tren sis. Biblioth. Patrum Front. Ducsei. vol. ii, 
Latine Ingolstad. 1580. 12mo. 

libri tres contra Manichaei)S. in Canisii Lection. Antiq. vol., i. 

19. Epiphanius. Paris, 1622. 2 vols. fol. 

20. Ephraem Syrus. Oxf. 1709. fol. . ^ . 
Opera. Latine per Gerard. Vossium. Colon. I6161 fol. 

21. Basilius Magnus. Paris, 1721. 3 vols, fol. Edit, Beae-*, 
diet. 

22. Gregory Nyssen. Paris, 1615. 2 vols. fol. 

23. Gregory Nazianzen. Paris 1630. 2 v^dIs. fol, 

24. Amphilochius Cappadox. Paris 1644. fol. * 
S5. Didymus Alexandrinus. 

Enarrationes in Epistolas Canonicas; et De Spiritu Sancto (e*-^ 
interpretatione Hievonymi) Latine; Colon-. 1531. l2ifto. 
96. Macariu^ Magnus. Paris, 1621, fol. 

27. Nemesius 
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57. Nemesius. Oxf. I671. 

58. Joannes Hierosolymitanus. Brussels, 1643. firl* 

29. Chrysostom. Paris, 1718. 13 vols. fol. Edit. Benedicts 

Pifth Century. 

30. A^terios AmasehuSy in Auctar. Biblioth^ Pair* per Com* 
befis. Paris 1648. 

31. Marcus Asceta. Paris 1563. 8vo. 

32. Victor Antiochenus in Marcum. Ingolstact^ 1580, Latine 
, 33. Philo Cafpasius. 

Enarralio in Oanticum Canticon Romdei 177d. 4to% 

34. Severianus Synis, published among the works of Chrjf** 
sostom. 

35. Synesius. Paris, l633. fol. 

36. Isidorus Pelusiota. Paris, 1638. foK 

37. Cyrillus Alexandrinus. 6 vols. fol. Paris, 1638« 

38. Theodoret. 5 vols. fol. Paris, 164^. 

38*. Theodotiis Ancyranus. Paris, 1675. 12mo. 
" 39. P^oc^us. Romae, 1630. 4to. 

40. Socrates Scholasticus. Paris, 1668. 

41. Hermias Sozomenus. Paris, 1668. 

42. Nilus Monachns. Romae, 1668. 2 vols. foK 
43^ Basilius Seleiiciensis. Paris, 1622. fol. 

44 Euthalius. Romae, 1698. 4to. 

Sixth Centuri/. 

i 45« Procopius GazieuS. 

In Esaiam. Paris 1580. fol. 

In Libros Regum €t Paralipomenon. Lug. Bat. 1620. 4to. 
• 461 Joannes- Maxentius. Colon. 1526. 12mo. 

47. Cosmas ^gyptius. Paris, 1706. fol. in Nov^ Colfect. 
P^r. per Montfaucon. 

48. Arethas. Paris, 1631. fol. 

49. Gregentii Di^put^ttia cum Herbahd Judsea, Paris, 1566*1 
8vo. 

U ^ S9* Anastasiua 
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50. Anastasius Sinaita% 

Dux viaer. Ingolstad. 1606. 4t(l. 

Oaasstiones. Ingolstad. 1617. 4to. 

In Hexaemeron. Lib. 12. Lond. 1682. 4to« 

51. Joannes Climacus. Paris, 1633. foU 

5^. Leontius Byzantrnus, DeSectis, Basil. 1578. €vow 
53. Evagrius Scholasticus. Paris^ 1673. fol. 
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Seventh Century, 

54. Hesychius Hierosolymitanus. Paris, 1563. 8vo» 

55. Antiochus Monacbus. Biblioth. Patr* Front. Due. Paris 
i624. voK i. 

56. Andreas Damascenus. Paris 1644. fol. 

57. Maximus Confessor. Paris, 1675. 2 vols. fol. 

58. Theodorus Presbyter. Genevan, 1576. 4to. 

Eighth Century. 

59. Theodorus Studites, 

Epistolae, Sec. Paris I696. Apud Jac. Sirmondi opera. voU v« 
fol. 

Sermones Catechetici. Latine» Antwerp, 1602. 8vo, 

60. Photius. 

. Bibliotheca. l6ll« fol. Edit. Hoeschel. 

Epistolae. Londin. 1651. fol. 

Ex Amphilochiis. ap. Wolfii Curas Philolog. in N. Test. vol. 
V. 4to. 

De Divinitate & Incarnatione. Latine. Apud Canidii Lection, 
Antiq. vol, 2. 

61. Theodorus Abucara. Ingolstad. 1606. 4to. 

62. Petrus Siculus de Manichseorum. Hasresi. Ingolstad. 16M» 
4to« 

Tenth Century^ 

• * 

6a. QBcumemus. 2 vols, fol, Paris 1631 « 
' ' Eleventh 
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Eleventh Century. 

64. Theophanes Ceramcus. Paris 1644. fol« 
65 » Theophylact. 

In quatuor Evangelia. Paris, 1^35. foK 
la Acta Apostolorunu Colon. 1567. fol^ 
In Epistolas D« Pauli. Londin. 1636. foL 
Epistolae. Lugd. Bat. 1617. 4to. 
Institutio Regia. Paris 1651. 4to. 

Twelfth Century. 

66. Euthymius Zigabenus. 

In quatuor Evangelia. Latine. Paris, 1344. 8vo. 
In Psalmos. Latine. Paris, 1562. 8vo. 
Panoplia Dogmatica. Latine. Venet. 1555. foh 

67. Antonius Melissa» Aurel. Allobrog. 1609* foU ^d calcem 
Stoba^i. 

68. Theorianus. Basil. 1578« Svo. 

Thirteenth Century. 

69. Nicetas Acominatus. 

Orthodoxae fidei Thesaurus. Latine. Gencvae, 1592. 8vo, 

70. Germanus Patriarcha. Bibliotb. Patr. a Front. Duca(0» 

vol. ii. Paris, 16^4. fol. 

> 

Fourteenth Centwy. 

7K Emanuel Calecas. 

De Essentia & operatione &c. item^ Principia Fidei OrtkQdoxae. 
Paris, J 672. fol. in Auctario noviss. per Combefis^ 
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L^TIN WRITERS. 

Second Century. 

I.TeRTULLTAN. Paris. 1675. foL 

• • • 

Third Century. 

2. Minucius Felix. Lugd. Bat. 1652. 4to. 

3. Cyprian; Paris, 1726. fol. Edit. Benedictin, 

4. Novatianus. Oxf. 1724. 8vo, 

Pourth Cenluo'y^ . 

* 5. lArnobins Afcr. Lngd. Bat. l651,'4to. 

6. Lactantius Firmianus. Lujrd. Bat. 1660, 8vo. 

7. Jul, Firmic. Maternits. Lugd. Bat. 1652. 4to. 

8. Hilarius Pictaviensis. Paris, 1693. 'fol. Edit, Bededictin, 

9. Lucifer Calaritanus. Paris, 1568. Svo. 

10. Hilarius DiaconuSr Paris, 1686. fol. among the works of 
Anibrose. (below No. 15.). 

•'*§1. Phcebadius Contra Arianos, 1570. Svo. 

12. Fab. Mar. Victorinus. Paris, 1650. 8v6. 

13. Optatus Milevitanus. Paris, 1700. fol. 

14. Pacianus. Romae, 1564. fol. 

15. Ambrose, Paris, 1686. 2 vol. fol. Edit. BenecTictin. 

• yS. Jerome. Paris. 1699. 5 vol. fol. Edit. Benedict. 

17. NemesiCis. De Natura Hominis. Oxf. 1671. Svo. ' 

18. Philastrius.. Helmoeslad, 1614. 4to. 
ig, Faustinus. Oxf. 1678. Svo. 

Sa. Idacius Clarus. Basil, apud Hefereseolog. p. 253-299* 
SU Gaudentius. Biblioth, Max, vol. ii. p. 1. 
S2. Ruffinus Aquileiensis. 
OpuMuIa. Paris^ 1580, fol. 
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In 75 Davidis'Psalmos. Lugd..i750. foL - • 
23. Augustin. Antwerp, 1700. 11 vols. fol. 
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24. Pelagius. Expositio in Epislolas Paulinas, inter. Operi. 
Hieronymi. 

25. Marios Mercator. Paris, 1673. fol. 

^Q. Leporius. Isaac ex Jud^eo, et Capreolus. Paris^ 1630^ 8vo« 

27. MaxiniLis Taurinensis. Paris, 1061. fol. 

28. Joannes Cassianns. Duaci, 161 6. 8vow , 
29- Pctrus Chrysologus. Paris, 1661. fol. 

80. Eucherius, Antwerp, 1602. 8vo. 
31 Ccelius Sedulius. Biblioth. Max. vol. i. 

32. Vinocntius Lirinensis, Canibr. I689'> LSrao. 

33. Valerianiis. Paris, I66I. fol. 

34. Leo I. Magnus. Paris,. 166K fol. 

35. Prosper Aquitanu8,Item Ponierius de Vita ContempiativiL. 
Paris, 1711. fol. 

36. Remigius Remensis. Same as Nos. 49 and 51. 
. 37. Vigilias Tapsensis. Divione, 1664, 4to. 

38. Victor Vitensis. Divione, J 661. 4to. 

Sixth Century, 

39. Fulgentius. Paris, 1 66 1. fol. 

Excerpta ex Fwlgentii Libris contra Fabianum Arianum. Parisi 
1643. 8vo, 

40. CassiodorHS. 

Opera. 2 vol. fol. Rotomag. 1679. 

. Complexiones in Epistolas, Acta Apostolorum et Apocalypsin., 
Florence, 1721. 8vo. 

41. Facundus Hermianensis. Paris, 1 679. fol. 

42. Primasius. . ' 
In Epistolas D. Pauli. Lugdun. 1537. 8vo, 

In Apocalypsin. Colon. 1535. 12mo, 

43. Gregorius Magnus, Paris, 1705. 4 vol. fol. Edit. Bene- 
dict, 

44. Isodorus 
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44. Isidorus ]utuor; Colon. Agrippin. 1017. 

Seventh Century. 

45. Juliamis Pomerius. Orthodoxographa, vol. ii, p. 1967, 
Ice. 

Eighth Century. 

46. Beda. N. examined only the Commentary on St. Paurs, 
(by many ascribed to Floras Magister,) and on the Catholic 
jfpistles. Works, vol. v. 

47- Alcuinus. Paris, 1617. fol. 

48 Theodolphus, Paris, 1646. 8vo. ' 

Ninth Century, 

49 Haymonis Commentar. in D; Pauli Epistolas. Mogunt. 
1614, foL 

50. Rabanus Maurus. Only the Comnuenlary on St. Paul. 

51. Remigius .Antissiodorensi$. Same as No. 49. 
Eleventh Century* 

52. Lanfrancus. Paris, 1648. fol. 

53. Bruno, Expositio in Omnes D. Pauli Epistolas. Paris, 

1509: 

54. Anselmus Cantuar. Paris, 1721. fol. 

Twelfth Century. 

55. Anselmi Laudunensis (nonnullis Hervei Dolensis) Com-* 
mentar. in Epistolas D. Pauli. Colon. 1612. fol. 

56. Petri Lombard! Commentarius in omnes D. Pauli £pistplas^ 
1535. fol. 

Thirteenth Century. 

57. Thomas Aquinatis in omnes D. Pauli, et in omnes Canoni* 
cas Epistolas^ Commentaria. Antwerp, 1591. fol. 
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COLLECTIONS. 

!. OrTHODOXOGRAPHA. Basil. 1669. 2 vol. fol. 

i2. Haereseologia. Basil, 1556. fol. 

3k Canisii Lectiones Antiquse. Edit. Basnage^ 4 vol. fol; Am* 

ster^am. 

4. Bibliotheca Veten Patrupi Greecolatina* Paris, 1624. 
3 vol; fol. (Front. Ducaeus.; 

5. Graecolat; Patruxn Bibliothecae novum Auctarium. per 
Franc. Combefis. Paris, 1648. 2 vol. foL 

6. Bibliothec£B Graecor. Pa^rum Auctarium uovissimum, per 
Franc. Combefis. Paris, 1672. foL 

7. Graecia Orthodoxa. Rome, 1652: 2 vol. 4to, per Leon- 
All atium. 

S. Sirmondi Opera. Paris, 1696* 5 vol. fol. 

9. Thesaurus Asceticus per Petr* Possinum. Tolosae, 1684, 4 to* 

10. Originum Rerumque ConstantinopoUtau* manipulus per F, 
Combefis. Paris, 1664. 4to* 

11. Ecclesiae Graecae Monumenta* Paris, 1677 3 vol. 4 to. 

12. Analecta Grseca. vol. 1 Lutet. Paris, 1688. 4to. 

13. Muratorii Anecdota Graeca. Patavii, 1709. 4to. 

14. Zacagnii Collectanea Ecclesiae Grascas ac Latinae. t9m. }. 
Romas, I698, 4to. 

15. Collectio nova Patrutn & Scriptorum Graecorutn, Studio 
Bern. Montfaucon. Paris, 1706, 2 vol. fol. 

16. Bibliotheca Colsliniana^ Stijidip P. B. De Montfaucon. 
Paris, 1715. fol. 

17. Conciliorum Collectio Regia, 12 vol. fol. Pari^, 1715. 

1 8. Catena Graecor. Patrum in D. Joanpem Studio Baltt^az* 
Corcbrii. Antwerp, 1630. fol. 

19, Catc^xui 



ig. Catena Graecor; Patrum in Psalmos per Bait, Corderium, 
Antwerp, 1643, 3 vols, fol, • 

29f Symbolae Graecor, Patrum in D, Matthaeum per Baltb, 
Corder. et Petr; Possin^, Tolosae, 1646; S vol, fol, 

21. Catena Graecor. Patrum in D; Marcum, Collectorc Pe4r^ 
PossinOf Roniae, \^1^\ fpl. 

22. Catena Graecorum Patrum in B- Job. collector? Niccta, 
Lpnd. 1637; foK 

* The following luere occasionally Exc^mine^. 

23. Blbliotheca Maxima. Paris, 1644: IJ. vols, foj, 

24. Mabillonii Analecta. 4 vol. 8vo. # 
'25. BaluzH Miscellanea. 4 vols. 8vq. 

26. Muratorii Anecdota Latina, 

27. Dacherii Spicelegium. 10 vols. 4to, 

28. Thesaurus novus Aijecdotorumi studio Domf JEdm, Martc- 
ne et Ursin: Durand. 5 vol. fol. 

N. Of Greek writings which I h.^ve not had the opportunity of 
consulting, I know noije more important than what may b^ cpn« 
tained in the following : - - 

Ephraem Syrus, 6 vol. fol. 1743. 

A^astasius Sinaita, 4 vol. fol. 17l8y 

Theophylict, 3 vol. fol. 1754, 

\Volfi'. Anecdota; 1722, 



THE. END. 
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SIX MORE LETTERS 



TO 



GRANVILLE SHARP, Esq. 



OK 



^ HIS REMARKS 



tPON 



TtiE'US^S. OF THE ARTiClX 



IN THE 



GREEK TESTAMENT, 



Bt GREGORY j^LUNT, Esq. 



For now our Saviour's deity must be tried bj a kind of^chool-divinity, 
and the most fundamental doctrine, maintained as sucluby th^ Catholiq 
church, must be examined, censured, and condemne^l by 5, ij, to. 

Bishop Pearson qn the Cr£ED. 



.^RiNTED FOR J. JOHNSON, ST. PAUL'|^HURCH YARD, 

MDCCCItX« 
By T. GiUct, Salisbury Squaro. 
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Since these Letters were written, I find, from the British 
Critic for July, 1802, that the author of the first, Six anony- 
mous Letters is a Mr. C. Wordsworth, of Trinity College, 
Cambridge, who, as those critics inform me, is not Anxious 
to be concealed. This intelligence, however, coming so late, 
I have suffered all mention of this gentleman, in the follow- 
ing correspondence, to stand just as it did before the disco- 
very was made* 



PREFACE, 



THE « Remarks" of Mr. Granville Sharp " on 
the use of the definitive article in the greek 
*^ text of the New Testament, containing many new 
** proofs of the divinity of Christ/* have been re- 
cently republished ; and " a plsun argument from the 
** gospel history," in favour of the same design, ha$ 
been superadded by the friendly hand of the editor, 
the rev^ Thomas Burgess, prebendary of Durham* 
Another writer has also very lately ^ven to the 
world, in a separate publication, some further sup- 
plementary observations respecting the subject of . 
the " Remarks," in ** Six Letters," addressed to the 
worthy author. 

The general rule laid down, and the proposition 
maintained by Mr. Sharp is the following :-— " When 
♦^ the copulative >c(;tt connects two nouns of the samo 
^* case, [[viz, nouns (either substantive, or adjective, 
^* or participles) of personal description respecting 
office, dignity, affinity, or connection, and attri-^ 
butes, properties or qualities good or ill] if the 
** article o, or any of its cases, precedes the first of 
** the said nouns 6r participles, and is not repeated 
*^ before the second noun or participle, the latter 
*• always relates to the same person that is expresse4 

a a *• or 
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^* or described by the first noun or participle 2 L e, 
^* it denotes a further description of the first named 
^* person.*' — And this rule, with such subsequent 
qualifications as the stress of the occasion calls for, he 
proceeds to illustrate by examples. 

The doctrine of the trinity is pretty generally 
admitted to be in its wane by critical scholars and 
iriational christians, whose opinions are not specially 
retained, and whose judgment is not infected by 
the accommodating fcyer of a temporary ortho-i 
doxy. Indeed, it should secni, from the apparent 
anxiety and distress "of Mr. Sharp and his associates^ 
that these gentlemen considered fhemselves as phy- 
sicians, whose assistance and skill were invited to 

ft 

ar consultation in articulo mortis. Desperate cases will 
invite, and sometimes excuse and even justify, 
desperate applications : but we must, at the same 
time, confess, without any reproach to the feculty, 
that it not seldom happens under these circum-! 
stances that the patient is passed to ^' that undis-f 
** cover'd country, from whose bourn no traveller 
*^ returns ;** and it only remains fpr his friends to 
prepare for the funeral. 

This is conceived to be the present case, with re- 
spect to this theological invention v^nd the foUpwing 
^* Six more Letters" are now published to demour 
strate the fact. The author was invited to enter 
the lists ; and the editor, who affects not, Kke Fal- 
staff, " to be witty in himself," is satisfied with the 
remaining part of his pretensions, and highly grati- 
fied with having ** been the cause of wit in anothe^^ 



<c 



man 
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^^ man.'* He is proud of being accessory to the 
production of the foflowing pages : and if the esti- 
mate he has made of the labours of his friend 
be correct, they will decide the controversy ; and 
Jteave tijic remarker, the plain-arguer, and the ori- 
^al letter-writer, without resource for any other 
replicaticm than an ingenuous retractation of their 
errors* 

With respect to the " Appendix*' subjoined, it is 
sufficient to say, that it is no easy n:iatter to dkcem 
how either the premises or the conclusion, as they 
affect the character of Moses, can be denied by a 
believer in the divinity of Jesus Christ, consistently 
with the most approved arguments adduced^ not 
merely by Messrs. Sharp, Burgess, and Wordsworth, 
but by the best efforts of the best advocatesi In- 
deed^ it might be generally observed, without stat- 
ing a novelty, or offending a prejucEce, that it will 
be very difficult to distinguish between the evidence 
and reasoning which will justify the beligf in the 
prot^stant trinity, and will not extend to the like 
justification of the papist's transubstantiation : nor 
will the embarrassment be found to be less in at- 
tempting to discriminate between the pretension of 
one church tp infallibility^ and the formal renuncia- 
tion of it by another, so long as we practically ob- 
serve, that while the elder sister is always right, the 
younger is never wrong. We know the reply to 
the <juestion,-rrWhere was the religion of protestantst 
before Luther ? It was, where it now is, in the 
Bible ; and consistent christians and conaiatent pro- 
Itcstants will never look for it elsewhere. 

We 
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We have been often told that these thmgs are 
mysteries; but the answer is coeval with this apo- 
logy for systems, and entirely satisfactory j^-w^here 
mystery begins, religion ends. 

It would, indeed, be very extraordinary if the 
absolute unity arid supremacy of the deity, pro- 
claimed and established by the confession of all na- 
ture,* and by the concurring tenor and testimony 

* The reader may be referred to the evidence adduced by 
Dr. Paley, in his late incomparable work, " Natural Theology," 
in which he has greatly improved upon the manner and extent 
of matter of Ray and Derham. I am, however, aware of the 
pradential protest entered by the author against this conclusion 
being drawn from his general argument. " Certain however 4t 
*• is," says he, " that the whole argument for the divine unity 
** goes no further than to an unity of counsel/* (p. 487.) But, 
gentle wader, it may peradventure appear to be no less certain 
tb&t this qualification of the effect of his labors, is nothin? less 
than subversive of his whole argument. I feel no hesitation in 
saying that this book carries equal conviction to my mind of the 
unity of the designer as of the unity of design and CQun§elf 
And the saving protest looks more likp tendering a composition 
with his orthodox creditors, than being prepared to meet 'the 
legitin»te conclusion of his pi^emises* The whole of his ad- 
mirable work is immediately calculated to prove not only the 
existence, wisdom, and goodness, but therewith th^ proper and 
absolute unity of the deity ; and it can only be by travelling out 
of the record, or by falsifying it, that any other system can be 
plausibly maintainedt 

One might, indeed, advert to a further intimation of the 
writer's doctrinal creed, by referring •to a short note (p. SSd.}^ 
in which his benevolence states the possibility of *< the propi^ 
«* tiatory virtue of Christ's passion** to extend even to " that 
•• part of mankind who never heard of his name.** — But he . 
apologizes for this obtrusion by instantly observing ; ** this is^ 

♦'UOt 
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of the Jewish and christian revelations, could be 
affected by the fanciful or forced construction of a 
greek article, to be found in a few scattered passages 
of the christian scriptures. And it is seriously . to 
be hoped, for the honor of true religion and sound 
learning, that the writings of these gentlemen will 
be the last among the many futile expedients which 
have been undesignedly used by many good, and, 
in other respects, able men, to corrupt and miscon- 
strue the sacred text, and consequently to mislead its 
readers. It is by such criticisms and such deduc- 
tions, of which we now complain, that scholars and 
divines have so greatly impeded the gospel of Christ 
from having its free course, and from working con- 
viction on the minds of sceptics and unbelievers ; 
and, eventually, have very greatly contributed to 
preclude it from having its proper effect on the 
hearts and lives of mankind. 

It can never be sufficiently lamented in the chris^ 
tian world, that in direct violation of the repeated 
declarations of our meek and humble master, so 
many of his disciples should still contend, and, in 
Some cases, contend with much unchristian vio^ 
lence, that " our lord Jesus Christ," who was born 
of woman, and had not where to lay his head,-—* 

•• not natural theology;" and therefore adds — " I will not dwell 
•* longer upon it." 

Dr. Paley had made the same representation on a former oc- 
casion, and in a more proper place. See his " View of the Evi- 
** dences of Christianity/' part ii. ch. ii. and part iii. ch. ,vii. in 
the 2d edit* 8vo, vol. ii* p. 24, note^ and 384'« 

who- 
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who increased in wwdom as he grewlA stetufe,--* 
who suffered death and was buried,—- ^^ is truljt 
«GodP' 

Nevertheless, I am persuaded that the christian 
world will, in some future day, witness the aban- 
donment of all the exploded evidences and argu- 
ments, and all the diversified representation of the 
various invention and ingenuity of the apologists of 
our several prejudices. But, in the mean time, and 
while the reproach of impiety* is applied to the 
worshippers of the one God, Jehovah ; it is well 
deserving of sonle people's very serious attention to 
consider, whether the reproach of idolatry does not 
apply with greater truth to every modification of 
religious worship which unites any other being, as 
an object of religious homage, with the peerless and 
unrivalled majesty of the one only true God. 

It is unworthy of a gentleman of Mr. Sharp's 
Mniable character, that he should have incautiously 
attempted to excite an odium against unitarian chris- 
tians by uniting them with mahometans.f Such in- 
sidious reflection has, indeed, been made to jneet the 
vulgar ear not long ago, by the child and champion 
of all violence and scurrility, as well ecclesiastical as 
civil : but such men lose no character by using foul 
language ; and hard words from men of this de- 
scription, while they can only recoil upon themselves, 

* See Remarks, p, 42 and 51. 

+ See p. 53 and note p. 55. And for a very satisfactory re- 
plication to the harsh and uncharitable way in which Mr. Sharp 
has spoken of Unitarian Christians) see p. 159-167 of the fol- 
lAWiDf Letters. 

m 
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fafi JbatmlaM to the ground with ireSpect to okhers% 
B9t it is very d^ar, at least if appears so to me, tKut 
because Moses, Christ, a^d Mahomet worshipped 
one hikI tho same God, it camiot he any greatet 
reproach to one more than to another of their re« 
spective disciples, who agree with their masters in 
this doctrine, for doing the same thing. And Mr. 
Sharp should be the last man to renounce brother- 
hood with any professing fellow-christian, or to 
insult either jew or mahometan by leaguing him 
with any " christian fools,** ' who has himself so 
unceasingly and commendably maintained, that 
** Mungo is a man.** 

Whatever difference of opinion may for the prep- 
sent prevail in the christian world in respect to the 
doctrine of the trinity, or any other particular 
doctrine, concerning which our christian lawgiver 
allows the fullest latitude of inquiry, — there exists a 
pretty general agreement in respect to the nature 
and obligation of christian morals. And it is a 
consideration of great importance, and deserving 
the serious attention of theological students, and 
not of them only, but of theological readers and 
of professing christians of every description, that 
they are, from the principles of their common mas- 
ter, and of their common belief in his mission, not 
merely to tolerate each other in their diversity of 
opinions, (which presupposes an authority not to 
be found in the gospel ;) but to allow each other to 
exercise the same liberty which they enjoy them- 
selves, and to love each other unfeignedly, as fel- 
t ' b low- 
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low-oreatur^^ of the same God, and fellow-disciples 
of the same master. For, christian love or charity, 
cultivated in the mind, and exhibited in practice, 
b the best evidence of any man's fulfilling the 
christian l&w. 

December ^y 1802, 
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SUMMARY OF 

1^ SHARP'S RULES, LIMITATIONS, 

aKd 

MISTRANSLATED TEXTS. 

WITH A *F£W BBIEF REMAKKS. 



AS the main spring of Mr. Sharp's machine for 
turning man into God is couched in xhtjlrst 
of his rules relative to the uses of the article, that is 
the only one which is examined at large in the fol- 
lowing letters : but his other rules, ^ intended to il« 
* lustratc the particularity of that first/ being occa- 
sionally alluded to, they are here subjoined and ex- 
plained by an example to each, together with Mr. 
Sharp's exceptions and limitations, for the conve- 
nience of the reader. With a view to his further 
convenience, Mr. Sharp's wrought goods, or samples 
of his ' new' mode of manufacturing a godman, arc 
likewise annexed, that the reader may see the work- 
ing of the machine exemplified in correcting, or ra- 
ther corrupting, the common english version of the 
New T^tament. 

RULES. 

I. See this first and principal rule (exclusive of fimi- 
tations) in page i o of vthe following letters. 

fi. All other things remaining as in the first rule, if 
the copulative be omitted, and the article be 

b 2 ^ repeated 



repeated before the second noun^ thus, ^^ tBe 
" God, the fatlier of our lord," then the two 
nouns relate to the same subject. 
3, If the copulative be oinitted, and the article be 
not repeated, thus, " the God, father- of our 
^ lord," the nouns also, relate to the sanie sub- 
ject. . 

This rule, according to Mr. Sharp's wording, 
(which I havTB not adopted in anjr of the 
rules) is very confused. In his table of 
contents, p. xii. the first noun h required 
by this rule to have the article before it j 
but, when the rule is delivered more at 
length, and exemplified in page 10 of his 
Remarks, it is not fpecified whether there 
is, or is not, to be an article before the 
^ first noun. Of his four examples by which 

this rule is illustrated, only one, that from 
Ephes. r* 20. his the article before the first 
noun, and in this example, one of the 
nouns is a proper name.^ In his third ex- 
ample, from Tit. i. i. it seems, from his" 
'mode of printing, as if he considered the 
proper name Paul as one of his^^.nouns : 
and between those two which are hot pro- 
per names, but personal nouns, the copu- 
lative Kxi cannot be properly said to be 
omitted, because the latter of the nounsr 
being followed by Ji , the copulative xa* 
could no more be inserted, and there- 
fore can no more be said to be omitted^ 
l>etw£«n the' two,^ than between an adjec- 
tive 



tire and its substantive. The copvJativc 
xxij dther inserted or omitted, expressed 
or understood, is quite incbmpstible with 
the whole turn and tenor of thi sentence. 
And in his last exanipte fpom i Tim. i. i. 
it is not clear which of the many nouns it 
contains, a man so inaccurate as Mr. Sharp, 
who viohtes his own rules and limitations 
with so little scruple, means to &: upon as 
illustrative of his rule. 

4. If the nouns be not -personal [for the meaning of 

this term see the limitations]], as in this ex- 
ample, " grace^ mercy, peace^ froin God,*' &c. 
^(I 11m. i. 2.) they relate to different Subjects. 
This rule is Very loosely worded, nothing 
/being specified, or settled, as to the omis- 
«on or inserdon of either article or copu- 
lative. AH Mr. Sharp's examples of this 
rule, given in page 11 of his Remarks, are 
without both« 

5. If there be no article before the first noun, and 

the copulative be inserted between the two, as 
for instance, ** God and father of/' &c. the 
nauns relate to different subjects. 

ft is not here said either in Mr. Sharp's table 
of contents, or in his Remarks (page 1 2\ 
whether there is, or is not, to be an article . 
before the second noun : but in a reference 
made to this rule, at the beginning of the 
next (Reih. p. 1 3), it seems as if both the 
nouns were required to be without articles; 
^d in all the examples given in page 1 2, 

\>Z all 



tU tic nouns arc without. In the tabic of 
contents, the nouns are limited to perso- 
Bal; but in the Remarks (p^ 12), the rule 
bas ^ person or things' and in the examples, 
the impersonal are more numerous than 
the personal nouns. 
The engHsh example, which I have given as 
an illustration of this rule, though it exactly 
corresponds to the description required in 
the rule, will probably, to an english reader 
conversant with such forms of expression^ 
sound rather as a contradiction to the rule. 
And Mr. Sharp's example, taken from 
Ephes. vi. 23, when understood, or trans-* 
lated, as it ought to be (see, for the mean- 
ing of this text, the note in p. 158 of the 
following letters) does actually contradict, 
instead of confirming, his fifth rule ; tho* 
he chooses to understand it otherwise. The 
fact is, that expressions, circumstanced ei» 
ther according to this or the next rule, are 
ambiguous, referring sometimes to dife- 
rentj and sometimes to the same subject. 
See the observation on the next rule. Mr. 
Sharp excepts from this rule all forms of 
expression in which the numeral adjective 
one precedes the first noun, as in Ephesians 
iv. 6. 
6. If each of the nouns have the article, and the co- 
pulative be likewife inserted between them, as, 
*' the God and the father of,*' &c. they relate to 
different subjects. 

In 
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in Mr. Sharp's table of contents, this rule 
(and indeed all the others, except the 
fourth) is restricted to personal nouns. 
But in the examples by which he confirms 
this rule, in pages 13 and 14, a great ma- 
' jority of his nouns consists of inopersOnals* 
From his fifth and sixth rules he excqAs all 
those expressions in which ^ the context 
^ plainly points out that dsSbrent actions 
f are intended to be attributed to me and 
^ the same pers^n^ such as, i Thess. iii. 6. 
John XX. 28. I Cor. i. 24. Acts ii. 36. Rev. 
i. 17, 18. XX. 2. Thus the reader is left 
to the context alone to ascertain whether 
the nouns relate to the same, or to a difie- 
rent person: that is, the fifth and sixth 
rules are no rules at aU. This is frankly 
acknowledged to be the case by the ^ honest 

* compiler' of the first Six Letters to Mr, 
Sharp (see p, 1 1 5 of those letters, or p. 35 
of the following Hx More Letters)^ who 
says, that the forms of expression in these 
two rules ' may be used indifferently of 

* ^ne or two persons.' 

% 

LIMITATIONS. 

The nouns must Jdc ist, personal nouns, i. e. de- 
scriptive of some oflSice, dignity, affinity, connection, 
attributes, properties, or qualities good or ill : 2dly, 
mi plural : tQuery, whether jMr. Sharp means by 

b 4 this 
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this description to exclude nouns of the dual num** 
bcr ? j : jdly , not proper names. 

These rules and limitatioi» are delivered and sup- 
ported by the original inventor with a haziness 
which few foggy, shuffling trinitarians have exceed- 
ed, a&d transgressed with a bold freedom which 
&w < impious, or apostate, socinian sadducees,' have 
equalled : as must be toIeraUy apparent from the 
fosregoing enumeration of them, and abo from pages 
6tT-8, 43, 44, of the following letters ; and may be 
more fiiUy manifested by a diligent comparison of 
Mr. Sharp's table of contents with the body of his 
Remarks, and with the examples contained in them* 

TEX:tS, OR SAMPLES, 

Of Mr. Sharp's ' new* mode of correcting, or corrupt- 
ing, the common english version of the New Testa^ 
ment* 

Common Version. Corrupted Version. 

UnaccommoJatedt 
** In the kiiigdoift of Christ, " In the kingdom of Christ, 
and of God," Ephes, ▼. 5. even of God." ( Contents 8c Rem. 

The same, translated by kooij, 
and accommodated with italics 
and an interpolation. 

" In the kingdom of [, Jesus'} 
the Christ and God.^' 

 {Remarks^ p. 31.) 

The meaning of this text is probably ; " In the 
" kingdom of Christ, which is that of Qod.** gee 

the 
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the sense of the passage fully investigated, and Bllr« 
Sharp's, and Mr. Wor<kworth*8, ea^lanalions coa^ 
fitted, in p. 73-^84 of the foUowing letters. 

. COMMOH VfiRSlON* Co&tlU^TBP VlMiOK. 

Trao$]at?d by atmC, or <lktl» 

transposition/ (Rem* pi 21.) 

and accommodated with a new 

theory of punctuation* (ibid. 

p. 35-) 

** According to the grace of <* According to the grace df 

our God, and the lord Jesus JesttsChris(»oiir6od&L0rd»'* 

Christ." 2 Tbess. i. 12. (CotUenis and Rem. p. 37.) 

In. the original the apostle Paul here declares the 

God of us to be Lokt} of Jesus Christ. Sec p. 84, 85, 
of the following letters. 

Translated by crooif and ac* 

e<mtm$daied with the new theory 

of punctuation. 

•* Before God and the Lord " Before Jesus Christ the God 

J^su&Chrbt." lTim.v.2U— and Lord.*' (Rem. p*3%40^ 

2Tim.iv. 1. 41.) 

The samei by cr0eif and m^ 
€9mm9dated vrith a pronoun. 

^ Before Jesus Christ, out 
God and Lord.'' (ContetUs.X 

In the original the same apostle here again declares 
the God of us to be God and Lord of Jesus Christ. 
See p. 85, 86, of the following letters. 

Translated by crootf and ae» 

commodased'mih the new theory 

of punctuation. 

" Of the great God, and oUr *« Of our great God and Sa^ 

Saviour Jesus Christ." viour Jesus Christ." (Contents^ 

Tit. ik IS. and Rem. p. 22, 43, 44. ) 

See 
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, 9efc th^'^eironeous cTj^osition erf this text, given 
by >M^srs« Sharp, Wordswoctb, aiid Burgess, anqily 
detected,. adEid the common veraionr of that part q£ 
the verse which is here quoted, established, in page 
86— <>7 of the following letters. In the former part 
rf the^verse, the words the glorious appearing^ seem to 
stand in need of a little correction ; and Mr. Sharp, 
in one of his renderings, . has silently changed them 
into appearance of the glory (Rem. p. 44). This, tho* 
]M>t quitethe thing, is the best of all his attempts at 
correcting the common engiish version of the NeW 
Testament. * 

Common Version. - - Corrupt^p Version. 

\ .*;.'. By. crook. 

" Through the righteousness « Through the righteousness 
of God, and our saviour Je^ys of Jesus Christ, our God and 
Christ." 2 Pet; i. 1. Saviour.'* (Contents^ and Rem. 

^ ^ p. 46.) 

» In the original it is here declared by another apos- 
tlci that the God o/tisis the Saviour of Jesus Christ. 
See p. 98—100 of the following letters. 

Accommodate J with a magni- 
fying glass which turns points 
into lines, and separation mto 
connection. (Rem. p. 43, 48.) 
, «* Drying the only lord God, ^* Denying puf only Master, 
aj^d our lord Jesus Christ." God, and Lord, Jesus Christ." 

Jude 4. (Contents, and Rem. p. 50.) 

See the common vei'sion vindicated in p. iob-~ 
105 of the following letters. 

Mr, Words'wortVs corruption. 
** James a servant of God, " James a serVant of Jesus 
and of the lord Jesus Christ." Christ, God and Lord." 

, James \. L (Wohis. Six Lttffr^} p* 114.) 
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In the original it is here declared by a third apos- 
tle, that God is Lord of Jesus Christ, ^ee the text 
explained in p. io&— 109 of the following letters* 

That God is Lord of Jesus as much as of zaf 
other mere man^ is also declared in many other 
places of the original, where it does not appear in 
^ the common english version/ and more particu- 
larly in the apostolical salutations. See several such 
passages enumerated in the note, p. 158 of the fdU 
lowing letters. And compare these passages with 
Matt, xxvii. 46. John xx« ly. Ephes. i. 17. and 
with I Tim. V. 21. 2 Tim. iv. i. as translated in 
page 86 of the following letters. 



am 



Mr, Sharp has somehow contrived, it is not clear, 
(few things in his pamphlet are clear) whether by 
hook^ or by crook^ to make examples of two other pas- 
sages of scripture, which the reader would not ex- 
pect to find so conspicuously pilloried in his Remarks. 
No one, certainly, could expect from his title-page, 
in which he does not profess to travel beyond the 
received ' greek text,' to correct any thing more 
than * the conimiai english version' of it, or to give 
* new proofs* of the divinity of any other person of 
his trinity than the second, to see Acts xx. 28, and 
Philip, iii. 3. ticketed, and stationed in the front 
rank, as examples of his theory of the article, and of 
passages * wrongly translated in the common english 
f version^* from the ignorance or neglect of it. 

In the standard text, as it is called, of the New 

Testament, 
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Testament, the first of these passages, ^z. Afb Xx. 
a 8, is so worded as to be placed beyond the reach 
of Mr. £Uiarp*s machinations, fiut^ by means of 
what he holds to be good manuscript authority, but 
which better critics do not deem quite so highly of, 
lie first accommodates the original with a reading, 
• whereby it is brought within the ccHistruction of 
^ his first rule,' and then, by means of the rule it-^ 
self, which he holds to be infidlible authority, he ac* 
atnmodates that reading with the following version : 
^ To feed the church of [the Lord, even of] God.** 
(kern. p. a8). And thus, " chaos is come again !** 
(See the following liters, pages 63, 70, 71, 134-137 
and notes, and the note p. 1 54.) 

But supposing Mr. Sharp's to be the true reading 
of the original, it is still very problematical whether 
his version of that reading be the true rendering. 
The greek text, thus corrected, bears a great aflSi* 
nity to the first of his mistranslated texts, viz. 
Ephes. V. 5. ; and all that is urged, in pages 73-84, 
of the following letters, against his version of that 
text, is, with little variation, equally applicable to 
his Version of this. 

Mr. Sharp's bugbears, the socinian sadducees, are 
also for correcting the common tteading in the ori* 
ginal of this text. They contend that it ought to 
be ; ** feed the church of the Lord." And they 
|dead, in favour of the substitution, equal, at least. 
If ftot superior, critical authority. Yet, * their arro* 
^ gant attempts at imaginary correction' (Rem. p. 44), 
are not to be borne, though made, not like Mr. 
Sh:irp's, in order to get /n/o an absurdity, but in or-* 

de? 
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^er to g^ Mf of one. But, indeed» t|iat seems to bt 
the very reason why they are so intokrabfe* 

Of the other passage^ viz. Phil. iii. 3, Mr. Sharp 
would also first alter the original, by chan^g, upon 
the authority of some MSS, tht commonly received 
reading d-su into d-ss, and would theu alter the ver« 
sion from, " worship God in ibe spirit j' into, •* wor- 
** ship the spirit of God.** But what has either the 
one, or the other, of these readings, or renderings, 
to do with Mr. Sharp's articular system ? Nothing. 
How do they exemplify his rules ? Not at all. Why 
then does he make an example of this text ? Because, 
in another part of it, there are two participles which, 
as to article and copulative, are circumstanced ac- 
cording to the description given in his first rule. 
True ; but they are plurals^ and, as such, are pro- 
scribed by one of his limitations. Yes ; but Mr. 
Sharp's ' favourite' grammatical, like his favourite 
thcdogibal, ' system* {Rem. p. 44.) is, in every article 
and particle of it, an incomprehensible mystery j and 
any thing, however weak and exceptionable, will do 
to confirm, though nothing, however strong and un- 
exceptionable, can confute, a mystery. Well then, 
overlooking this circumstance of plurality, and ad- 
mitting these participles to be legitimate conjirmatum$ 
of his nile, does he, when thus accommodated, extract, 
even from this part of the text, any * new proof of 
* the divinity of Christ ?' No. Docs he from this 
part, extract any c^er mystery ? No. Docs lie cor^- 
rect, or corrupt, the * common aigiish version' of 
this part ? No. Why then, in the name of Common 
Sen — No, not of Common Scuse ; £c/r we are now 



so hr advanced within the pale of ^^ tiniversal hub- 
^ bub wild/' that the highest pitch of her hai'mok* 
aious voice would never reach the ear — ^but in 



•" the dreaded name 



•* Of Demogorgoa, Ruin, Rout on rout, 
*• Confusion worse confounded," 

why does he give this text such a distinguished place 
among his examples ? Why, instead of being left 
among the vulgar herd of catechumen5, waiting 
without in the lobby (Rem. p. 4 and 5), to confirm 
the rule when called upon, is it introduced, arrayed 
in uncial robes, into the presence chamber, appropri- 
ated to the initiated alone, and where nothing but 
the sublimest mysteries are discoursed of by the 
faithful? Because from another part of it, with a little 
accommodation^ he fancies he can extract a * new prooP 
of another mystery, viz. the worship of the holy 
ghost. Nay, that may not be neither, unless we 
abandon all that we have been taught about the ex- 
treme accuracy and precision which is so invariably 
observed in * the greek text of the New Testament* 
relative to * the use of the definitive article.' For in 
this text the article is omitted, and consequently if 
the passage be construed with that strict attention 
to the articular system which is contended for, it 
must be rendered indefinitely ; " who worship a spi* 
•* rit of God.*' And thus it becomes a better war- 
rant from scripture for the worship of angels, than 
for that of Mr. Sharp's imaginary being, the holy 
ghost. 

Here one would think Mr. Sharp's discoveries 
from so plain a text would be exhausted. But the 

most 
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most learned of them still remains behind The ver- 
sion adopted by the generality of translators) viz. 
*' worship God in the spirit*' is a * forced construc- 

* tion which the context itself cannot fairly bear, even 

* if d-fu be admitted to be the true reading/ became 
the preposition iv is not found before irv«upal* in the . 
original! {Rem. p. 32.) I have said in page 99 of the 
following letters that the translators of our present 
version of the Bible knew more of greek than Mr. 
Sharp. I did not then recollect Mr. Sharp's present 
remark, or I should have suppressed the observa* 
tion, from an apprehension that the reader, recol- 
lecting it also, might suppose I meant to insult the 
menfory of those translators by the comparison. 
This expresjsion, which Mr. Sharp finds ^ so unusual,' 
it would be a much easier matter to confirm^ than for 
him to shew how £» wcupali S-i« xaXm in i Cor. xii. 3, 
nvitb the preposition, differs in meaning from ?rvcupa7f 
XxXu in z Cor. xiv. 2. witbottt : but I will not waste 
my own time, or that of the reader, in filling a page 
with what may be found in every greek grammar 
and lexicon in the kingdom. I am not writing for 
school-boys. 
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SIX MORE LETTERS, 
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LETTER I. 



" It Will be proved to thy faee, that thou hast men ahouf the* 
•* that usually talk of a nbunrand a verb, and such abominable 
^* words as vlO Ckristian ear can endure to hear." 

SIR» 

A FRIEND of mine the other day, whom I 
highly respect for his vif tues and abilities, de^ 
sired my opiiiioft, in writing, of your " Remark^ 
*' on the Ufes of the AHide in the Greek Testament^* 
and of Si3t Letters on the subject of them, whidi 
an anonymous correspondent lizi fathered upon you.* 

* I do not mean that the mother of this literary banding ha« 
given it your name, or publicly called *it yours : but from its 
being laid at your door; it is plaiil that you are believed to have 

 had a considerable share in its production, by the wattton hussey 
( evidently JBomp young thing !) who seems, from her own con-- 

••fession, (p« S,) tp have been too * eager* and forward to embrace 
any one that could perform the oflSce of vl father, to know rightly 
who, beside$ herself, was its proper parent j and therefore, either 

^for the purpose of glorying in what ought tcrbe her shame, the 

• extent of hef amours with a parcel of old sinners, or else, as I 
should rather hope, and as my own charity, and a little appear-^ 
anc^ qf privacy in her, incline itie to believe, for the purpose of 
quieting her own conscience, having some grace remaining, she- 
has made o\it an exact list, to the hest of her inowleJge, of all those 

'fathers she has been concerned with, and for your satisfaction, 
has wrapt it up with the babe in the basket. 

I S . I gave 
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r gav<5 my opinion ; and then, truly, as one tnis^ 
chief always leads to another, he would hzv^ me p'rinr. 
what I had written. I resisted for a time, urging, 
that neither your, n6r yo\ir correspondent's pieces, 
(you'll excuse me) were: originally worth writing 
about J and that mine, when printed, would not be 
worth reading : but tro, liotMng would satisfy him, 
. but that, Ijkg yourself ancj. ypur correspondent, I 
too must be pr^s^sed t^ deaiJ^^^^ So at la^t, for the sake 
of peace and i^uietnest^, I consented, upon condition 
that he, who is possessed of much more polished 
manners than I can boast of. would revise and cor- 

^ - s 

, rect the mas^sc^ipt, write a handsome pricrfs^ce, and 
do every thing else in his- power to roui^d -and ^c 
down all my angles and. aspeirities ; for you must 
know, Sif , that I am apt, to )pe somewhat awkward, 
rough, and uncouth at, times ;., but good, huipoured 
at bottom^ 2^ you raj^y guess from wha^; I. have al* 
ready told you, or I should never have subionitted to 
my friend -s iudorlJU^: ^ ' 

So, Sir, if my awkwardness should utter any thinj^ 
in the course of these letters which looks like a rude 
or uncivil word, and it should escape my friendTs 
vigilance, or be spared by his tendemfessj you must 
remember that I do not mean to offend you. You 
must atti ibute it more to nature than to inclination, 
must rewUect th^poet's.adage;, iVa/^^r^i^ exp^Ua^hc* 
and must forgive it. To dispose you the more rea- 
dily so to do, I here pteVi^Xisly declare, thit. though 

' * *^ dttb prelo nunc tudansy* sayfi a literary cataiogiiey speal* 
ing of the fitbCrsimile bf.yoor favburite Alexafidxiaa MS- of the 
New Testament, while it "wat yet in the press* ^ . 

, - » I don't 
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I don^t know you, yet from all I hear, I firmly be^ 
lieve you to be as honest ^nd good a man as myself, 
and am wilHng to suppose that you may be a much 
better, already possessed of many virtues which I 
am only labouring to acquire ; and that in this per<» 
suasion I greatly reverence your character, and should 
be sorry to give you pain : though I must say, that 
you don't know much about the greek article, nor 
about Christianity, or you would never have dreamt 
of looking for the latter in the former. 

When I say Christianity ^ I do not mean pmctiud 
Christianity, which,, in my opinion, formed tipon a 
carefiil perusal of my bible, though not it seems in, 
your's, is the only real, genuine Christianity ; con* 
taining all that Jesus and his apostles ever put inta 
their religion. No, Sir ; God forbid I should dero- 
gate in the smallest degree from your knowledge of 
that Christianity, which cannot be described in fewer, 
or better words than those of the apostle, ** the cross 
** of Christ ;" and which consists in crucifying aU 
our worldly and selfish appetites and lusts, and in 
being *' dead indeed unto sin." This Christianity, 
which, because it was so plain and simple, and had 
so little to do with learned systems, disputes, and 
controversies, was foolishness to the Greeks of old, 
as it s^^U continues to be to many modern Greeks 
and disputers of this worlds and is in danger df 
being rendered every day more and more foolish by 
«uch labours as your*s^— this Christianity you and I, 
and afi of usy Understand well enough 5 because the 
true religion of Jesus is so plain, that no one ever 
did, or could misunderstand it j though none of us 
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Cultivate it with such care and strictness as We ought 
to do ; and for that reason alone we live so uncom- 
fortably together, and have so much wretchedness 
and misery to 'complain of among us; and must 
continue so to live and to complain till our Christi- 
anity be less in our heads, and more in our hearts. 

No, Sir J when I say that you do not know much 
about Christianity, I mean theoretical Christianity ;— 
a thing . which you and many others, for want of 
knowing bettor, suppose to be, in some shape or 
»ther, the Christianity of the scriptures, but which, 
in every shape that it can assume, and it can and 
does occasionally assume a greater variety of forms 
than ever Proteus did, has nothing of Christianity 
l)elonging to it but the name. I mean the motley 
Christianity which men fabricate by sewing scraps 
and bits of texjts together, as they make a history of 
the Jews out of Homer,* or of the gospel out of 
Virgil ;t a Christianity which must be dug out of 
greek articles and plural hebrew ' nouns and verbs, 

* and such abominable' holes, as no christian, who 
.is not so hoodwinked by the nursery, the church, 

/ or the state, as to be quite blind to the bi^oad reli- 

gion of the bible, would ever think of groping in 
for ^* the light of the world/* (John, viii* it,.) 

We are told, that apostolical Christianity, which 

is t^ this, Hyperion tp a satyr, was not hidden in a 

-corner, (Acts xxvi. 26.) ; but this " thing of shreds 

V.and patches" is to be found nowhere in the bible 

Mu in holes and corners. And when, by " observ- 

* Homerus Hebraizans. 

• 't Virgilius Evangelizans. 

"ing 
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^ ing times,* and using enchantments and witchi 
^ xrraftyt and by dealing with' familiar spirits and 
** wizards,"} (2 Chron. xxxiii. 6.) some theologies 
Manasseh drags it forth to view, it comes reluctantly 
by inches, and api)ears at last in such a questionable 
fihape, that if a christian can but muster up courage 
to look it steadily in the facfe, he will soon see what 
an unsubstantial visionary form it, is, and will be- 
hold it instantly shrink from his sight ; and if hc^ 
will but continue to pursue it with a fearless eye, 
and fixed ' regard, will find it vanish into air, ** and 
what seemed corporal, melt * as breath into the 
wind*''§ Let him but follow the apostle's advice 
(i Cor. 3dv. 2o,), and not be, what the generality of 
christians are upon ail questions of this sort, children^ * 
afraid to use their understandings ; b«it let him be 
upon this, as upon every other matter that concerns 

* For the purpose of making out the doctriaes of pre-exist- 
cnce, the rites and discipline of particular seasons, &c. &c. 

f Conjuring with supplications, adorations, and invocations, 
tec. and juggling with names and titles, actions and attributes, 
persons and natures, &c. &c. at which sort of work you and 
^our editor have nibbled a little, you in your notes, (page 5, 
&c.) and he in his tabk^ said plain argument, (p. 669 &c.) 

i The subtle doctors, deep divinesj and systematic expositors 
of ignorant and corrupt ages ; many of whose mystical mum- 
meries are still so current and contagious among us, that it is 
hardly possible for the youthful mind to escape the infection, pr 
to postpone the attack till it has acquired strength to resist a 
taint, which, when once it gets into the habit, it is very difficult 
to get out again : so that many a poor child is the miserable 
victim of it aU his life long* I am afraid. Sir, you had the ^iu 
^ase badly in your jrouth% 

jg Mac^ejth. 
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liil rdigidn, thcmgh a child in malice, yet a man in 
understanding, and he will see and know, what I 
hare said you at pt-esent seem to know so little of» 
that all theoretical Christianity is " man's device** 
(Acts xvii 29.)9 the mere coinage of the brain, the 
** trumpery*' of fathers and councils, of theologues 
tod Schoolmen, of *' eremites and friars^ white, 
^ black and gwy/** But to proceed to yoijr Re» 
marks. 

Before I examine your doctrine about the greek 
Article, I must tell you that it is delivered in a very 
awkward and confused manner. I notice this, not 
because I wish to find fault, nor because I am very 
solicitous, in discussions of this kind, about style, 
neatness of expression, or methodical arrangement^ 
provided a man be but intelligible ; but because you 
have, by your inaccuracy, so obscured and perplexed 
the main question, that it is not easy at all times to 
come at any precise settled meaning. You shift 
your ground so often, that one scarcely knows 
where it is that you mean to fix ; and you are often 
to enveloped in mist and fog, as both to lose your- 
self, and to elude the sight of those who are link- 
ing for you. 

Thus you sometimes seem to confine ypur re- 
marks, to what you call nouns of personal descrip- 
tion or application, such as S^fo?, TroHm^y xv^io^y <rcirrT)^,&c* 

 Milton, Par. Lost, iii. 474, who, if you will look at the 
vhole passage, lines 440-497$ will furnish you with a good de- 
scription, both of the origin and the end of this sort of stuff, 
which being one of those " works of men which sin has filled 
** with vanity," is on its way to the « limbo large and broad." 

At 
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^ Other times you extend them, without giving 
ii§ any notice, to nouns which are mere names 
of things, without any reference whatever to per- 
sons, such as AfAf^^^ ppct^ff-i?, f w^, 7p»?)i, &c« as in p^ges 
8, lo, 12, 13, &c.* 

Sometimes you say, that nouns affected by the 
article and conjunction, in the way you describe, 
* express' the same or different subjects ; and at 
other times, that they only * relate to' ^he same, or 
different subjects. Now, to express, is one thing, and 
fQ relate ta, quite another. In the first example of 
your sixth rule, for instance, ii x*P*^ ^^* ^ «x»»3'«a» 
it is one affirmation to say that what these noun$ 
€9cfress^ IS different ; and quite another^ very distinct 
affiroiation, to say that, what they relate to, is differ- 
ent. The first assertion is true ; but then it is a 
truth not at all to your purpose, which is, to make 
your sixth rule a contrast to your first. Now, if 
you mean so to contrast these two rules, as to say, 
that nouns circumstanced as you describe in the 
first, express the satne, but circumstanced as de- 
scribed in the sixth, express different things, then 
would St. PauPs words, I Cor. xi. 27, ra <rwnAaI«? 
,9ea» difAolog rs xupi£, which are circumstanced as re- 
quired in the first rule, be sufficient to destroy the 
assertion in that rule ; for certainly the nouns here 
express very different things, though those things 
relate to one and the same person. The other asser- 
tion, viz. that the nouns relate to the same or differ- 
ent subjects, according as they come under the de- 

* All references throughout these letters are made to tlie second 
edition of your Remarks, 12mo« 1^2. 

B 4 «criptions 
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scriptions given in the first, or the sixth rules, 
when applied to the words n* xp^f^q x«t ^* aXtiS^stot, id 
not true j for these nouns do not relate to difierent 
subjects, but to the same. If, therefore, you keep 
to th& term relate ^ without shifting your ground, 
though I Cor. xi. 27, would in that case exemplify 
your first rule, yet the words % ^^pt?, &c. would then 
contradict, instead of exemplifying, your sixth rule. 

You also produce no small confusion, by making 
the very same words sometimes proper names, and 
at other times not proper names. Thus, in page 1 9, 
you mak« Jesm Christ a proper name ; but, in page 
30, you make both Christ and Gad to be two sub- 
stantives of personal description. In page 10, you 
make Jesus Christy in the example from Ephes. v. 20, 
to be no proper name, by producing it as an ex- 
emplification of your third rule, from which proper 
names are excluded. And, in page 1 8, you have an 
example from Rev. xx. 2, in which you very con- 
fusedly call the Devil and Satan * two names or ap- 
^ pelUtives,' k loose expression, by which you leave 
us in doubt whether you mean proper names, or 
common names, otherwise called appellatives ; and 
whether you consider this example as having some-^ 
thing to do with one of your rules, in defiance of 
your own limitation, which excludes proper names, 
or only in defiance of the common opinion of man*- 
kind, which, I believe, usuJiHy considers Satan as a 
proper name. 

Your anonymous correspondent too, either by 
nature or imitation, is a dealer in ambisjuities. But 
he has somewhat more to plead in his excuse. In 

^ fprcing 
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forcing such huge sepulchral tomes^ as those 
wherein the canonized earth, or rather mud, of the 
Basils and the Gregorys, the Jeromes and the Aus- 
tins, the Cyrils and the Theodorets, has been so 
Jong quietly inurned, to ope their ponderous jaws, 
he must necessarily raise such a cloud of dust, that it 
was to be expected he should not always clearly sec 
his way before him. We shall, perhaps, as we go 
along, see something of this necessary consequence • 
of compelling these dead corses to '* revisit thus the 
*' glimpses of the moon, making night hideous/* 
At present I shall only observe, rather as a mark of 
character than as a thing material to our argument, 
that he begins his book by telling us (p. 6), that 

* the purport of his letters is to take your rule for 

* granted,* and then labours, through his whcde 
work, to prove what he had thus declared he meant 
to take for granted. In the same stile he adds, that 
he shall take it for granted, as generally true, though 
the rule itself, as you have laid it down, is a universal 
proposition. And he concludes as he began, and in 
order to illustrate how ' we might trace our steps 

* upwardspln a regular order, till we shoxild touch 

* the apostles* (p. 121 ), sets off from the apostolic 
age, and traces them downwards to the thirteenth 
century (p. 122 — 132.) 

And now we will talk of our ^ nouns,' our arti- 
cles, and our copulatives, * and such abominable 
^ words,* as constitute the ammunition of your cri- 
tico-theological squibs and crackers, and which you 
seem to think, as played off by your miechanism, na 
5iCJr/;?/a/z * ear can endure to hear/ 

Tour 
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Your doctrine, at least that part of it which yoti 
affirm (p. 2,) to be * of much more consequence 

* than any of the rest/ when freed from the amW- 
guity, confusion, and darkness in which you have 
involved it by means of those very rules which you 
tell us (page 7.) ' were intended only to illustrate 

* its particularity,' may be thus expressed : If before 
ihe first of two or more nouns ^ or participles^ connected 
together in the same case by the copulaiive xa», there be 
, an article J and at the same time no article before the se- 

condj or following^ then such nouns must always be re* 
f erred to the same subject. Thus, for instance, in the 
expression, " 7he God and Father of our Lord Jestu 
*^ Christ*^ (Ephes. i. 3.)j which exactly corresponds 
with the greek, the two greek nouns which answer 
to the english nouns God and Father^ you contend 
must be referred to one and the same being ; not 
because the principles of reason and common sense, 
upon which all language must be explained, require 
it ; not because the context or connection of these 
words with other parts of the writing in which they 
occur, which ought^ always to be attended to, de- 
mand it ; not because fhe scope, design, argument, 
or opinions of the writer c^ll for it, all which seem 
to be considerations of very inferior importance in 
your estimation ; — ^but simply for this mechanical 
reason, because of these two words (God and Father) 
connected together in the same case by the copula- 
tive (andjy the first (Godjhz^ an article (the) be- 
fore it, while the second (Father) has none. And 
in this way you affirm we must always j invariably 
understand and construe all nouns in the greek 

language. 
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language, wliich are similarly circumstanced a^ to 
article and conjunction. 

I take no notice, at present, of your limitations to 
this rule, because, in what I am now going to add, 
I shall keep withia the bounds of those limitations, 
and therefore they arc of no consequence here, not 
affecting the arguments I am about to produce. Af- 
terwards, in another letter, I shall consider the li- 
mitations themselves, and inquire into your reasons 
for making them ; how far you are authorised by 
the nature of language, or of things, to make them; 
and how far you yourself have adhered to them 
when made* 

Now, Sir, that this rule, which your learned edi- 
tor, Mr. Burgess,- calls yours ^ because * though it was 

* acknowledged by others, it was never,' he says, 

* so promincntly^ and effectually applied/ and, he 
might have added, never so inflexibly and heroically 

' maintained, in defiance of all sense and reason, gram* 
matical, natural, and revealed ;* that this rule, which 
your anonymous correspondent too has dignified 
with the tide of * a valuable discovery,' is no infal- 
lible guide to truth, you ai^d your correspondent 

* Beza is tolerably bold and sturdy, when he says ; " Nobis 
** quidem non desunt plurlma^ apertwlmaque deitatis Christ! tes- 
<< timoniay qui nisi verus esset Deus certe nobis, adprandus non 
<< esset. Cur. igitur quaecunque se nobis offerunt ejusmgdi ut sine 
<* manifesta calumnia non possint alio torqueri^ utruque numihui^ 
*^ imo manibus ac pedihtUy imo vivi ac mortusy totis viribus non potius 
** retineamus quam vel tantillum hsereticis concedamus." But 
th«i, as Mr. Burgess observes, this is * singly' said, upon one 
text (Tit. ii. 13) only. Your boldness is prominently applied to 
many texts collectively, by half dozens at a time* 

might 



t i2 3 

might liave discovered, if you had looked into s6 
common a book as the " Port Royal Greek Gram- 
*^ mar :" and by so doing, the discovery might have 
been made without putting yourself to the painful 
cxpcnce of quoting greek, of drawing manuscripts 
letter by letter (page 46), and of inventing a new 
theory of punctuation (p. 35-50), or your correspon- 
dent to that of ^ wading through so much,' as he 
pathetically expresses it (p. 99), and of rpmmaging 
an immense mass of '^ aU such reading as is never 
,**/ read ;*' the accuniulated filth of fourteen centu- 
ries, collected into so many enormous folios, that the 
bare list of them, which he has given, us in his ap- 
pendix, makes our very hearts ache to think of 
what he must have undergone. You might have 
.made the discovery without travelling beyond the 
limits of your own native language^ / 

The very first observation which the above-men« 
-tioned able grammarian makes in his remarks on the 
use of the article, is, that * its office is the same in the 
* greek as in almost all the modern languages.^* The 
office of the ^rticlfe then being the same in english as 
in greek, your rule may be tried by the one lan- 
guage as well as the other. And, unless mystery 
and obscurity were a recommendation which decided 
your choice, you might have confined your examples 
within the pale of your own tongue, and, by so . 
doing, not only have enabled every reader to judge 

* Bishop Lowth alsQ agrees with the Port Royal grammar^ 
and expressly notices the * near affinity between the greek artU 
^ cle and the english definite article.' See the passage quoted 
from his grammsu- near the beginning of my second letter, 

of 
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of a question to which, without a knowledge o£ 
greek, every reader is competent ; but might, per- 
haps, likewise have seen your own way somewhat 
more clearly before you. The rule is just as good 
and valid, wnen applied to the english as to the 
greek, and might be made every way as plausible in 
the one language as the other. 

Do but observe. Sir, how fair and goodly your 
theory may be made to look in english,. whicht 
without calling in any foreign aid, would have sup* 
plied you and your correspondent, as I will now 
shew you, each with examples to his own taste^ 
which will set off your ' valuable discovery' to as 
great advantage as it appears when dressed in a gre- 
cian gairb, except, perhaps, that the beholder, knoWi- 
ing a little more of 4lie one than he may of the.other, 
has not quite so much left for ;his imagination to 
work upon. 

That in the english language, whch the article is 
jased before the first, and omitted before the second 
of two personal nouns, connected by the copulative, 
these nouns relate to one and the same person^ pu 
might shew from the scriptures. As for instance, 
from I Pet. ii. 25, " the shepherd and hishop of your 
" souls,'* it is manifest, that because the two nouns 
shepherd and bishop both refer to Jesus, therefor^ 
P beg the fact may not be attributed to a wrong 
cause] the first has an article before it, and the se- 
cond has none. Again, in the expression which we 
before quoted from Ephes. i. 3. '^ The God andlS^-' 
** ther of our Lord," it is plain that both God and 
Father refer to the Almighty, and - for that reason 

the 
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the first alone has an article. So likewise, m Ephej. 
Ti. 21,*^ Tychichus, a beloved brother, and faithful 
** minister,** the two nouns being meant of Tyclii* 
thus, the one accordingly has, and the other has 
4iot, an article.* And what puts this matter out oi 
doubt, and confirms your rule beyond all question, 
is, that when the reference is to different persons^ 
the article is always repeated before the second 
2unin ; as, for instance, in Ezek. xxii. 7. " They 
*' vexed the fatherl^s and the widow :"t and again, 
in Ephes. vi. 23. ^ Peace be to the brethren from 

r 

 You will nof , I presume, object to this example, on account 
of its being the indefinite, instead of the definite article that is 
used : but if you should, I can say as you do (p. 36.) of an un- 
fortunate, comma, that it has been inserted * in the englisb ver- 
' sion wiihout any authorUy,* for in the original it is the definite, 
which you know, Sir, is the only article in that language. By 
the bye, this is a curious assertion of yours about the poor comma* 
How you should come to know that it was inserted after the 
word God^ in 2 Thess. i. 12, ivithout authority, I am ^ a loss to 
discover. It is certainly found in the first edition (1611 folio,) 
of our present version ; and therefore one would suppose, that 
the translator meant to insert it, unless you have found some 
origmal manuscript of our present version which proves the con- 
trary. For you surely never can mean to say, that a translator 
lias no authority to insert a comma, or any other point that he 
thinks proper, into his oivn version, in order to shew his readers 
4nore clearly what sense he gives to the original. Thie question 
is not whether he gives the true sense, but whether he has any 
authority to explain his own meaning, which is the only use of 
any points he may make use of. 

f Please to observe, that both these nouns are singular, as' 
appairs from both die hebrew and the greek, and also from 
Exod* xxii. 22, to which this place of Ezekiel refers : so that 
tbe»e nouns ard strictly within your limitations* 

« God 
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<^ God tfje Father, and tbe Lord Jesus Christ." Nay, 
in one and the same verse, we find this distinction 
pearly marked, and the rule faithfully adhered to, 
as in 2 Pet* iil. 2. *^ The hcdy prophets, and the 
" apostles of tbe Lord and Saviour,*'* whete pro- 
phets and apostles are different persons, and tber^cn 
the article is repeated ; but I|Ord and Saviour being 
the same person, there it as not repeated. 

Thus you might amuse us by citing from tiic 
scriptures, in confirmation of your rule, these and 
many more passages which yxw industry xn^ht col* 
Icct, in i)umber at lieast ^qual totbase you have pra- 
duced frdtn the greek testament j while your aid- 
de-campy who seems to pride himself more in tlie 
weight and density, than the simplicity and value, 
of his materials, might bring to your zissisftance a 
^olid body 6f quotation, thick and «three£cdd, from * 
the dross of fathers, councils, and sthoolmen* 

He might begin with the Nicene creed, as out 
prayer-book calls it, which, though it be ijot the Ni- 
cene creed, but only spuriously imposed upon us' aSi 
such, he, I presume, would not object to on tha^t 
account, because he declares at the opening of hia 
correspondence (p. ii), that he is * not scrupulotfs 

* to note whether an extract be from a genuine »oV 

* spurious work ; the precise date of, a treatise, *ot 
^ its genuii^eness being in this argument of very in- 

^ I Qmk a few words of no ixnportance to out .qnestion be« 

. ^ween the two ,noun5./«'/i^^'r ftpd apoHhsy as I obsenre you do ti»e 

•soBe tliin^g Q€casiii<^i^lly in your greek examples ; and therefore 

i Imagine you wJU not object to the passage^ on that account.; 

especially as it is brought, like your own, to confirm your rule»» 

* considerable 
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* cohsiderabid importance/ * From this creed he 
might produce as' a decisive confirmation of your 
rule, unquestionable evidence; both positive and ne- 
gative, in the compass of one short sentence ; viss. 
" the lord and giver of life, who proceedeth from 
** the father and the son/* What can be more apt 
and convincing ?' The artide is omitted before givety 
to mark the same person with lord ; but carefully 
•inserted .before son y. tor point out a different person 
ftomtht fMher. . . . : I , jt .• t 

. > He might next T^uote upon us, in scraps, the 
-whole of what are^called the Apostles* and Athana- 
sian creeds, both spurious productions -likewisa; alt 
his service. To these he might add many ^ --weighty 
extract from some old version which he'mijght find, 
or new one which heinight make, -of such inesti- 
mable treasures as the Conwmitaries of the venerable 
Bede, and the Sums and Sentences of Thomas Aquinas 
'and Peter Lombard. And here he might gratify^ his 
propensity for ' wading,* and for * transcribing at 

* length,* in cpnformity to a maxim which- he de- 
livers in his first (p. lo*)? and copiously exew^lifids 
in all his following letters, that ' it is of considerable 

* importance, if in addition to that which is on your 

* side, he can accumvdate evidence that conveys ^nd- 

* thing against an argument like yours,* pointing but 

* Does It make no difference then, even in point o( language^ 
and of the ability to judge of the meaning aiid sense of a phrase, 
when a cconment was written, and who was' the writer ? If so, 
your correspondent might give us your eominetit, or his own, 
in greek ; and then tell us that the Greeks were tlie best judges 
of: their own language. 

as 
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:ts he went along, more suo^ how some of his precious 

 

ifragments, as he chose to understand them, con- 
- firmed, while others ^ contained nothing contrary^ 
(p. 30) to your rule. 

The limitations which you have made to your 
rule, are just as well suited to the english language 
as the greek, and when applied to the former, if 
you, or your readers, will make the experiment of 
searching for such forms of expression'' contradic- 
tory to the rule in english, as one or other of those 
limitations do not exclude, you will perhaps find, 
that examples so circumstanced, and so limited, are 
not to be had so readily as you, or they, may previ- 
ously suppose. 

And now, Sir, after you had exclaimed : * As the 

* examples which I have annexed to my rule, consist 

* of texts wherein the sense is so plain, that there 

* can be no controversy concerning the particular- 

* persons to whom the several nouns are applicable, 

* it will be thought, I hope, that I have already 

* cited a sufficient number of them to authenticate 

* -end justify the rule,' (p. 6.) And after your cor- 
respondent had * laid claim to the tide of an honest 

* compiler^ at the expence of being thought unwieldy 

* and cumbersome,* (p. 75) * had confessed himself 

* tired,' (as he well might be,) ' of amassing so 

* much,* (p. 89) and of * boasting of the suflfrages 
^ of Bede, or Thomas Aquinas,' (p. 108) had told 
us of * his belief, that there was no one exception 

* to your rule in the whole New Testament, and that 

* the assertion might be extended infinitely further,* 
(P* ^ ^3) l^^d reminded us what ' stress ought to be 

C Maid 
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* laid on the argument from the hundreds and thoiCK 
^ sands of instances which he had observed/ (p. 132) 
in favour of your rule, * withput meeting with any 

* thing in his own progress/ through the re^ons of 
darkness, * which appeared to do otherwise than 
' confirm it, in its fullest extent,' (ibid.) and had 
added that, eicept your few mistranslated texts^ 

* which he was willing to exclude as yet in debate, 

* in all the other places y having, under your guidance, 

* examined them, he was persuaded that the idiom 

* was not " anceps," not " ambiguum/' and that the 

* english must be a strange language, if such a thing 
< were possible,' (p. 103) : I say, Sir, after this 
triumphant song for having thus * amply illustrated 

* the uses of the article and copulative, you might 

* proceed with that confidence* you speak of, (p. 1 8) 
to apply your mechanical invention to the Old or New 
Testaments, and having extracted from them some 
new, or supported some old impossibility already 
extracted, you might sit down with your coadjutor 
to enjoy in repose a * valuable discovery,* which 
would look quite as specious and plausible, and be» 
in reality, quite as solid and substantial, when ap- 
plied to the english language as to the greek. 

But alas. Sir, there is nothing certain ^i this 
jvorld ! and in this protestant country of ours, there 
are few things, even in matters that concern reli* 
gion,, which are suffered to pass quite undisputed^ 
since the days that our forefathers introduced, at 
the Reformation, the wicked custom of " searching 
'* the scriptures.** Beautiful and ingenious as all 
this would look on your part« solemn and profound 
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fts it would appear on the p^t of the honest com- 
piler, some son of rebellious reasoii might start up 
and rudely attack the whole fcibric. And here would 
be the dahger, the only danger, of youir erecting it 
on english ground. The beholder might be tempted 
to make too free with it, and familiarity, according 
to the proverb, might breed contempt. Many a\ 
toan, even of those who are disposed to be d^dnty 
and faistidious, will swallow as sound and whole- 
some, if you ram it down his throat with an im* 
posing air, and cry gracum esf^ that which^ if you 
set before him as plain english fare, to be eaten at 
leisure, he will no sooner taste than he will spit it . 
out of his mouth, and tell you it is no better than 
carrion. 

. Some Goth, regardless of beauty and ingenuity, 
might take it into his head to ask you, if you had 
no faint idea of ever having, in print, or in manu« 
script, such as you cotild read without any suspicion 
of its having been tampered with by Socinians, met 
with expressions like these : — the king and queen } 
the husband and wife ; the father and son ; the mo-» 
ther and daughter ; the master and mistress, &c. &c. ? 
And this question might tempt some daring despiset 
of authority^ without having the fear of the fathers 
•before his eyes, and destitute of all proper venera- 
tion for the cobwebs of Duck-lane,* to put it to 
•your correspondent, whether, in the many volumes 
oi sound divinity, which a man of his immense read^ 

ing 

 " Scotists and Thomlsts, now, in peace remain^ 
*< Amidst their kindred cobwebs in Duck-lane." 

Popb's Essay on Crit. 44*. 
C 3 
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Ing must liave ^ waded through,' he too had nev'er 
met with such a phrase as : the father, son, ani 
holy ghost ? 

Such ugly questions as these, however, though, 
they could not fail, as long as the inquiry was con- 
fined to the english language, where you and every 
One else would be conscious to yourselves, from 
your knowing more of this than. of greek, that 
there \^ere many such forms of expression, to stag- 
ger you, and *' turn awry the current of your en* 
*^ terprise,'* would, perhaps, not be sufficient to 
make its quietus^ You would probably still endeavour 
to keep your opppnents at bay, by telling them that 
jll these forms were founded in theory \ but you 
<:ould never think of giving up your rule until yi/^/j 
were produced against it. You would call, perhaps, 
for actual example. ^^ Produce your voucher, critic.'* 

What then would you say, if one of those carnal 
Spirits who are for " proving all things,** with his 
head full of your wonderful discovery, were to 
stumble upon Deuteronomy x. 1 8, and there read 
these words ; *' the judgment of the fatherless and 
•^ widow }*' and in obedience to your call, were to 
lay before you the result of his reading ? 

Your airy castle would be gone for ever, like the 
baseless fabric of a vision, leaving not a wreck be- 
iund ! For such is its nature, that though the hun- 
dreds and thousands of props with which your 
friend, the accumulator of all that is for you, and 
all that is not against you, fancies he can keep it 
gteady, can only give it some appearance of a thing 
that would stand, ane puflf like this gives it to the 

\vinds# 
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winds. You have told us, what indeed is absolutely 
necessary for your purpose, that your rule always 
j)revails, or, in the words of your correspondent, 
(page t*j^ ' have boldly declared, not that* expres* 
sions conformable to it * ivill indeed grammatically 
* bear your construction, but that they must and^a;i 
^ bear no other. ^ This single passage, therefore^ from 
Deuteronomy, is fatal to your whole scheme* 

Thus may any one who does but rely upon thd 
authority of the Port Royal Grammar for the truth 
of the observation I have quoted above, fairly aiui 
fully estimate the value of ypur notable discovery^ 
and easily detect the fallacy of your boasted rule, 
without any knowledge of the gredk language. 

Your correspondent, the * honest compiler,' who 
evidently has taken some pains to prove himself % 
wholesale dealer in greek, has, with great truth, aft» 
serted the exact similarity between that language 
and our own, in this mode of using the artide. He 
says (page 1 1 5), that whether the article be prefixed 
to each of the two nouns, or only to the first, or to 
neither of them,^»every one of these forms in greek 
\% to be explained and applied jmt like our cprre* 
sponding expressions in english. He therefore can* 
not possibly avoid the conclusion I have drawn from 
the english examples, which is so obvious to every 
one who admits the premises, as he does, that I can-^ 
not conceive how he could avoid seeing it of his 
own accord, but by supposing, what appears pro-^ 
bable from other instances, that he had so blinded 
himself with the dust of fathers and schoolmei:!^ ^^^^ 
he CQuld not see an inch before his nosc% 
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But you, Sir, a dealer in greek in the small way, 
seem to think much more highly of your stock in 
trade than those who are more in the wholesale line 
—no uncommon case— and to imagine, as the retail 
trader often does, that your little commodity con- 
tains some secret, mysterious, and extraordinary vir- 
tues, not to be found elsewhere, or by those who 
know more of the article dealt in. In greek, at 
least, whatever may be the case in english, you seem 
to suppose that a man may bid defiance to the rea« 
son, and common sense, and experience of all man- 
kind, and make out any mystery he has a mind for. 

Though therefore I might here close my corre- 
spondence, and safely leave the decision of the ques^ 
tion to all to whom these presents shall come, greet- 
ing ; yet, in deference to your prejudices, I will pur* 
«ue it further ; and, that you may not think I have 
any intention of putting a slight upon you or your 
small wares, quitting our vulgar tongue, will talk 
with you, in my next letter^ a Uttle about greeks 



^ •• •— 
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LETTER II. 

Omne ignotum pro inagnifico est.— Tacitus- 

Qui non satis perspectum habuere to ms tK\tt^svs (Avryi^iof, ve* 
hementer sacpenumero, sive in commentariis, sive in ver-% 
sionibus suis hallucinati sunt, eruentes longQ alium ^ 
scopo ipsorum auctorum sensum. Contra ^a, qui probe 
versatus fiierit in doctrina ellipsios, facile carebit pliirimis 
grammaticorum reguli«9 exceptionibus, et observationi<< 
bus, quarum plerecque fals2e» insulsas^ jejunasi et inanef 
sunt. Bos, Ellips. Gkxc. 

Lhnes erat tenuis longa subnubilus umbra,-^— Ovm, 

SIR, 

IN your opinion the greek language possesses af 
vast superiority over our own, by means of its 
article. Had you been better acquainted with that 
language, you would have known, that the truth 
lies quite on the other side j and would not have 
talked, as you have done, * concerning the more ac- 

• curate modes of grammatical distinction in the 

• greek tongue,* (page 48) and of the superior pre^* 
cision of the greek to the english idiom, in respect 
to the use of the article, (pages 21, 31, 34, 49, 50). 
Bishop Lowth, however, who was an able judge of 
both languages, will inform you of an error vhich 
your own knowledge was not sufficient to enable 
you to discover. 

At th? end of a long note. No. [3.], containing 
some remarks upon the article j in his English Gram^ 
mar, he says : " These remarks may serve to shew 

** the near aflSlnity there is between the greek ar- 

** ticle and the english definite article, and the ex- 

C4 I " cellence 
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^^ cellence of the english language in this respect, 
*' wliich, by means of iti two articles, does most pre- 
** cisely determine the extent of signification of com- 
^* mon names : whereas the greek has only one ar- 
^ tide, and it has puzzled all the grammarians to 
reduce the use of that to any clear and certain 
rules." So that, according to his opinion, there 
seems to have been no need of your provisional 
corps^ consisting of ' little transpositions,' (p*^ge 2i)> 
♦italics and hooks,* (p. 31), nor of your supplemen- 
tary proper names (ibid), and * possessive pronouns* 
(see corrected version. No. 5, in your table of con- 
tents), and various other ingenious devices, to * ac- 
* commodate* and help the english idiom,* (p. 31)*. 
As to what the bishop says about the grammlarians 
being puzzled to reduce the use of the greek article 
to any certain rules,, it was his misfortune that he 
did not live to witness the publication of your dis* 
covery. Whether he would have changed his note, 
if he had, and whether he would have applied to so 
great an adept in the mysteries of omitting and in- 
serting the article in the New Testament, to ascert^n 
why it was omitted before ysvvrilo^^y in Matt. xi. 11. 
and inserted before fxlpwjiAal* in i Cor. ?:v. 8. ; why 
omitted before v*)cpw> in Matt. xviL 9, and inserted 

* " Good phrases surely are, and ever were, very commend-. 
** able. I will maintain the word with my sword, to be a sol- 
« dier-like word, and a word of exceeding good command. 
<* Accommodated^ that is, when a man is, as they say, accomntd* 
^ dated \ or when a man is, being whereby he may be thought 
•' to be accommodated, which is an excellent thing." 

Shakspears. 

before 



C ^* 3 

before the same word in chap, xxvii. 64, of the same 
writer ; why in Matt. xx. 3. 6. we have tFtpi ruir 
rpilni'9 and rv^v ivisaoilnv eJpav with articles, but in the 
5th verse of the same chapter, wipi fnl^ur x«( iyvo^nv a^cut 
without ; why the article is found before iraluj and, 
/utiilrf in Exod. X3i. 12. Deut. xxi. 13. Ps. xxvii. io« 
Mark v. 40, but not found before the same word^ 
in Genes- xx^ 12. xlix. a6. Exod. xxi. 15, 16. Markr' 
vii. 10. J why it occurs before the words vht^x and 
v^i\>'Xyi in i Cor. vii. 5, but not in Matt. xvii. 21. j 
and lastly, whether any deep and hidden iftysteries^ 
or subUme doctrines, lurked beneath the omissioi, 
and insertion of it before the very same word S^ic^, 
in the same verse, Matt, xiu 28. Joh. i. 1. iii. 2. Acts 
vii. ^^^ I say. Sir, whether his lordsjbip would hava 
made application to you for the solution of these 
difficulties^ or whether he would have contented 
himself, even after he had seen your surprising pci 
x^etration in these matters^.with thinking that no 
great precision was to be expected from the sacred 
writers in such trifles, arid that; the truths which 
they taught mankind, were not of *a nature to de. 
rive either good or harm from any such petty com . 
siderations, must now be left to conjecture. 

Whatever he might have done, I am of opimoni 
^d must continue so» till you, or some other orack^. 
shall answer the foregoing questions, in a way more 
satisfactory and less ambiguous than usual, that he 
had good ground for insinuating, as he seems to dc^^ 
that it is a very puz:^Ung thing to invent a mechom 
nical power which shall screw down any writer of 
^eek^ howeier precise and forni^l, mpr? esfiecially 



[ 26 ] 

such popular, loose, and informal writef s as those of 
the New Testament, so effectually, in the use of t^e 
article, as that we need never have recourse to com- 
mon sense and the context for understanding what 
they mean. 

Look back again. Sir, for a few moments to your 
' 6wn language, the definite article of which, as the 
bishop tells you, bears so near an affinity to the 
^eek article, and look to your english bible, the 
writers of which were much better acquainted with, 
tnd much more studious of, grammatical niceties 
than any of the apostles or evangelists, not except- 
ing even the disciple of Gamaliel, or the beloved 
jphysician, and you will see that even these able 
linguists are not always to be fast bound in misery 
ind grammar^ 

. In the greek text of Rev. xiii* i6. you will find 
several words with an article before each, which are 
found again in Rev. xix. 1 8, without an article be- 
fore any one of them.. Our translators have no ar«* 
tide in either place. In Rev. xiv. 7. the common 
greek text has four nouns, joined by the cc^ulative, 
of which the two first have, and the two last have 
not the article. In our version all is reversed, the 
two first being without, and the two last with ar- 
ticles. The words ijai\tq x«i ycxpoi, which occur with** 
<)Ut any artide, in Acts x. 42. Rom. sdv. 9. 2 Tim. 
iv. I. and I Pet. iv. 5T our translators have rendered 
without any artide in the first place ; with an ar- 
tide before the first word only, in the second place ; 
and with artides before both words in the other 
Iw0 places* In Ephes* vi* 2i» Tychicnus is called, 

^ a beloved 
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^.a bdoved brother and faithful minister/ Math the 
article before the first noun only : but in Colossians 
XV* 7. * ^ beloved brother and a faithful minister/ 
with a . repetition of the article. The greek is the 
same in both places. In Deut. xi. 14. we read, ^ the 
* first rain and the latter rain,* and so in Jerem., v. 24. 
Jod ii. 23. with the article before the second noun j 
but in Hosea vi. 3. James v. 7. the second noun i^ 
without the artide. In our version of Job iii. 17. ig. 
we find, ^ the wicked, the weary, the small and great, 
^ and the servant,' with definite artides : but in the 
Septuagint, these words are all left indefinite with- 
out any artide. So litde precision is there in these 
minutiae, even in those who were far more attentive 
to such matters than the original writers of the bible 
were! . . 

Once more. Sir, let us try the experiment where 
it is most likely to succeed. Let us again appeal to 
those who, compared with apostles and evangelists, 
were accuracy itself, to those who were men of su- 
perior education, were trained to grammar fronv 
their infancy, and wrote in their native language j 
none of which things can be affirmed of the writers 
of the New Testament. 

Had you been disposed to give us a theory of the 
cnglish as well as of the greek article, there are few 
rules, perhaps, which you would have been able to 
confirm with a greater variety of examples than the 
following, which bears some resemblance to yom: 
fifth rule, viz. that if the first of two nouns, con- 
nected by a copulative, be a proper name, having no 
artide before it, and the second be a persona) noun, 
V . descriptive 
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descriptive of dignity, affinity, &c. with the definite* 
article before it, then these two nouns relate to di£* 
fercnt persons. Thus, for instance, when I say, 
*' Granville Sharp and the honest compiler,'* every 
body instantly, concludes that I mean two diflfercnt 
persons ; because it is the constant, settled usage of 
almost all writers in our language, whenever they, 
adopt that form of expression, to intend two diffe* 
rent persons. And if you are for such discoveries re; 
specting the copulative and article as you can con« 
strue into infallible rules, which decays prevail, you 
might speculate a long while before you could find 
any thing better suited to your purpose. And yet 
even this rule will not always hold ; but is some* 
times violafed by men attentive to precision, and 
writing in their own language : for when, in our 
engfidi .bible, the Ephesians (v. 20,) arfe exhorted 
to " give thanks unto God and the Father/' the 
form of expression exactly corresponds with that of 
^ Granville Sharp and the honest compiler ;" and 
yet, unless common sense is to be wholly set aside 
(as indeed it might be with as much propriety here 
as in those passages, the common version of which 
you would correct by the help of your tvXt\ there 
can be no doubt that our translators understood 
these nouns, God and Father^ of one person ; as also 
the like phrase in Cblossians i. 3. ii. 2« and with a 
slight variation in Philip, iv. 20* and i Thess. i. ^n 

HI. IIw . ^ 

Thus you see. Sir, that those exact and accurate 
scholars, whom James I. selected from the best and 
lUest grammarians to be found m Oxford, Cam^ 

bridge^! 



bridge, and Westminster, would not stand your 
tight lacing, but would be forced to remonstrate 
against such mechanical inventions, and to cry out 
that you " hurt their feet in the stocks, and that 
^* the iron of your discovery entered into their souls." 
What then are we to expect when you deal thus 
with those free and unrestrained, those plain and 
unlettered men, who, though, as we read, they 
sometimes *^ girt their fisher's coats about them," 
(John xxi. 7.) never, that I can find, dreamt of 
casing themselves in grammatical buckram suits f 
What indeed ! but what we find ? viz. that though 
much learning never made the most learned of them 
mad, nor kept him from speaking forth the words 
cf truth and soberness (Acts xxvi. 24,' i^.\ yet as 
soon as you contrive to have them treated like mad- 
men, by clapping your strait waistcoat upon them, 
they rave like bedlamites, in spite of all that wonted 
patience with which, upon less trying occasions, 
they never 'failed to possess their souls. And who 
would not rave under such treatment ? — ^But let us 
return to our gf eek. 

There is no better rule with regard to the article, 
jior any one that will solve a greater variety of cases, 
(many more I trow than you are aware of) than 
that common one well known to every body that 
knows any thing -about the language, viz. that the 
presence of the article renders the noun to which it 
is prefixed definite, and its absence leaves it indefi* 
nite. And if you had applied this rule to the gene- 
tai form of such expressions as contain your sup- 
posed discovery, you would perhaps have seen i^pme- 

things 
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thing fhore of its nature than you appear to dd at 
present. 

In the expression, *0 S^^^c H«t iroltif th wpin ifj.(ov^ 
(2 Cor, i. 3.) which is th6 general representative of 
all the rest, iroluf , having no article prefixed to it, 
should, according to the foregoing rule, if literal 
syntax be adhered to, be rendered indefinitely * d 

* father/ But as neatness, precision, accuracy, and 
common sense (excuse my introducing this last) aU 
remonstrate against that rendering, and as Troltjf is 
ndt a proper name, does not designate a species, and 
cannot be taken here as an , apposition, we are re- 
duced to the necessity of having recourse to figura- 
tive syntax, and of understanding an ellipsis. Now 
what can that ellipsis be but an ellipsis of the article 
,i before v»m^ ? 

That we are right in this way of explaining the 
sentence, is confirmed by the Port Royal Grammar, 
where we read (p. 387, edit. 1759,) that ' sometimes 

* one article serves for two substantives ;* as when 
Aristotle says, vspi rov ix^ov x«i aff^x^ ^ instead of (mark 
these words. Sir, instead of J xxi rx ccrpa* 

Dr« Clarke too, who I verily believe knew almost 
as much of greek, and had read almost as much of 
the fathers, as your friend the compiler, though he 
. was not fond of quoting at all times every thing that 
he could rake together that did not make against 
bim, as well as every thing that made for him, tells 
us, that ^^ in nouns characteristical and equivalent 
(as it were) to proper names, the article is very 
frequently left out. Thus Bioq is often used to sig- 
nify the same as 3'ia^, xuptc^ as i xupto?, and a-tilt^ 

"as 
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** as <rwfuf ?* And this observation, cdnfirmed hf 
producing some examples of the ellijpsis, he applies 
to the explanation of Tit. ii. 1 3. which you know^ , 
Sir, is one of your mis-translated texts, in which he 
says, that t« 'fxsyaXH 3'e« x«i o-ftJJupo?, the very form we 
are speaking of, is the same as rs psyaXs B-cs xai tu 
c-wItijo?. See Clarke's Reply to Nelson, p* 87, 88. 

Grotius too, in his comment upon the same text^ 
says : '^ Qui putant r» o-cJIirpo^ did debuisse, si haec 
^^ distinxisset apostolus, norint in his libris r« apOpdi 
" (articulos) saepe poni ubi opus non est, et sacpc 
** omitti ubi ex usu ponerentur." He seems to con^ 
sider the ellipsis, under these circumstances, as more 
peculiar to the sacred, than to other writers. 

That our translators understood this form of ex- 
pression as nothing more than an ellipsis^ appears 
evidently from their occasional insertion of the ar- 
ticle before the second noun, in their version, when 
it is omitted in the original. Thus in 2 Cor. i. 3. ' 

i TToUfi^ roov otxIipjEAcoy xcet d'fo; 'rr»(mg wapaxXifKriOt)? IS ren- 
dered, " the father of mercies, and the God of all 
** comfort.'* And in Coloss. ii. 2. James i. 2'/. and 
other places, where S-eof and ^al»if are coupled toge- 
ther according to your rule, the definite article is 
inserted before the latter word in our version, 
though there is no article before it in the original. 
See also the translation of Luke xiv. 21. 

Thus it appears, that in the general form i Sn^i; xou 
^rajtif T« Kvpis ifAcovj the omission of the article before 
the second noun, Trolfi^, is nothing more than a com- 
mon ellipsis. It is an omission exactly of the same 
kind as that which we, at other times^ meet with, 

of 



t>f a prepdsition, or other particle, before tlie sccono. 
noun ; as for instance of the preposition £^ in Matt« 

Zxiii* 25. y£jtA8<riy £^ apway^if xai axpa^-taf, Ot of thc 

preposition <ruk, in Acts iy* 27. c-uv ^vstri km xaoif/of 
fTTi in Matt. v. 45. of xvo in Luke xiii. 29. of x»1a in 
Acts xxi. 28. of fvtBTTioif in Acts ix. 1 5. and many 
others that I could mention, were I disposed to give 
to my visit but half the rich exuberance which your 
other correspondent has bestowed on his visitation 
of you. But as I am not ambitious of shewing my 
great reading, I would willingly save you the trouble 
of perusing much that is for me, and all of that 
which is barely not against me. 

Thus you might have applied your rule to the 
omission and insertion of any of these prepositions 
or particles, with just as much truth and reason as 
to the omission and insertion of the article, and 
might have contended, that the two nouns ^sog and 
xvfuocj for instance, in i Tim. v. 21. must both be 
referred to one and the same person, Jesus, becausf 
twmov, which is found before the former noun, isi 
omitted before the latter : but that xupto? and yj^irti^^ 
in Acts iv. 26. must be referred to different persons, 
merely because xala is inserted before the latter noun 
as well as the former. 

There are, indeed, two other ways in which it is 
possible to construe the words in the general form 
i S'so? X5ti 'K£\y\^ TK y-L'pi« ii^awi/, without supposing an 
ellipsis of the article before irair j. The one is by 
considering the article prefixed to :^fo^, not as being 
attached exclusively to that, or any other single 
word, but as detached, and as belonging to the 

whole 
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whole phicase made up of tbe thrc^e wordd .3r9f )iat 
ir»TD(, taken together, consolidated as it werci^ and 
considered as, oite word. The othef is, by making 
KM not a copulative; but an* exegetical particle, in 
which way Nolditis, (Concord, particular, hebr. pn 
309. edit. 1 734,) speaking of this very phrase, and 
the sever?! passages in which it is found, observes : 
aliqui )cai hie sumunt relative seu explanaiive; nempe 
Kxi %-otln^^ qui yd id est pater, &c* But, here, not to 
remark that, in the first of these ways of construing 
the words, there being no article proper to the first 
noun» the phrase should come under your fifth rule, 
and the nouns (unless you here naake an .exception 
on account of contextj^ an exception which indeed 
entirely destroys that rule, and makes it good for 
nothing), accordingly be referred to different per-^^ 
sons, and that in the second way, xat being no co* 
pulative, the phrase, strictly speaking, would not 
come under any of your rules as you have worded 
them }— we may observe, that in the one way the 
article, and in the other the conjunction, are con- 
strued in a manner which all will allow is not the 
common, ordinary, and usual manner of construing 
them: and, therefore, neither of these ways will 
answer your purpose. For on this ground you can 
never maintain that we must always explain the 
words as you do ; it being evident, on the contrary^ 
that we ought never so to explain them, unless the 
context will not allow us to explain them at all, or 
at least not so well, in the ordinary, usual way 
There is nothing left for you, therefore, but an 
ellipsis. . , 

D Now, 
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Now, thoagfi this is^ a figure to jrhich tho^ wlio 
consult ease, perspicuity, and neatness of expression^ 
when writing in a language natural and familiar te 
them, and of which they are thorough masiters, wiH 
not often ha^e recourse, where the ellipsis would be 
forced, harsh, and unnatural, and where the words 
omitted did not ^readily suggest themqelTes to the 
feader, yet this cannot always be Expected to be the 
case with men so disqualified by their rank and edu- 
cation for elegant writing, as the authors of the New 
Testament ; men too so little solicitous about such 
trifles as style and diction, and whose minds were 
so wholly engrossed by matters of much greater 
consequence, especially when it is considered, that to 
these men the greek was a foreign language., But, 
not to insist upoA any of these considerations, I see 
no harsh or forced eDipsis^ when the two nouns re- 
late ta di&rent persons, in omitting the article be^^ 
fore the second. I might perhaps allow, that wheft 
the nouns both relate to the same person, there being 
a somewhat more intimate bond of union between 
them, the idea of their being affected in the same 
way by the same article, might more readily suggest 
itself to the mind of the reader, and that therefore 
the ellipsis might be more natural, and on that ac- 
count be oftener met with in exact writers, under 
6uch circumstances, than when the nouns rdate ta 
different persons. But I am very far indeed from 
allowing that, when the nouns relate to different 
persons, the ellipsis must necessarily be so harsh and 
violent, that it never can occur, even if the assertion 
were to be confined to the best and most accurate 

writers. 
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writers, and stSll further from allowing it, tf k,b<r 
extended to iuch as are loose and popular- , 

The form of expression, therefore, in which tbfl 
article is omitted before the second nouii, differ&g 
in that circumstance alone, from the other form ix^ 
which the article is repeated, so that the one is a, 
mere ellipsis of what is contained at full length ill 
the other, whatever is expressed in the latter form^ 
may, or rather must be understood, cateris paribus^ 
in the former. But you yourself assert, in the cx-» 
ception to your siarth rule (page 14), that the fonil 
in which the article is expressed before the second 
noun must be interpreted by the context ; and your 
correspondent, aware of'What the assertion amounts 
to, honestly gives up that sixth rule altogether, and 
' declares (p. 1 1 5), that this form is ambiguous, and 
* may be used indiflPerently of one or two persons.* 
The other form, therefore, which is the mine that 
contains your boasted treasure, and in which the ap» 
tide, though not expressed, is under;stood before the 
second noun, must be ambiguous also, and may Hke^^ 
wise be used indiflFerently of one or two persons. . 

And now. Sir, having shewn you the unsound- 
ness of your theory by reasoning, I proceed to shew 
you the same thing by fact, and to lay before you 
some examples incompatible with, and destructive 
of, that" theory ; examples in which, though no ar** 
tide is expressed before the second noun, the reader 
will be so far from finding himself obliged to refer 
them both to the same subject, as you contend, that 
he cannot possibly- do so until he pay as little regard 
to common seose as you- do in the interpretation of 
v.. - Da your 
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ydu* iiistranslated texts : and then he may do Just 
what he pleases with these or any other passages of 
holy writ. 

Ul Rev. ix. 15* We find rriv tSpxvKcU 'Hi^Bpav xai fuHvoc 
t.0Li evtawlov t In lAlke XIV. Q,l4 T8; 9r7ci}p^2t^ x«» o&^a^^ps'C 

ii«r* j^wX6? x<^i Tu^A«v : and in Acts xv. 23* 'rtiv Kvnv 

j(tioiv xa» Xuptav xat KiXixiav. NoW, who but he, who 

has such a pas^i6n for impossibilities,* that he will 
find them in a gjr eek article, rather than go without 
them, will ajffirm, that " an hour, and a day, and a 
^* month, and a year ;'* or that ** the poor, and the 
" maimed, and the halt, and the blind j" or that 
** Antioch, and Syria, and Cilicia/' arc descriptive of 
one and the same subject ? Then again in Luke we 
read— 

" Oh, but stop, stop,** (methiftks I heai* you ex- 
claim) " these examples^ though the nouns, as to ar- 
^ tide and conjunction, are circumstanced as I re- 
♦* quire, and though they do unquestionably refer to- 
*' diflferent subjects, (for I would have you to know, 
•* Mr. Blunt, that I am for explaining scripture upon 
" the principle of common sense, except where an ar-* 
^ ticlef of faith, or a mystery, is concerned) yet they 
*• do not affect my theory in the least. These are 
examples which I cannot allow you to make use 
of, in arguing against me. In your first instance, 
** the nouns are not personal nouns. In your second, 

* " Methinks there be not impossibilities enough in religion for 
*^ an active faith. I can answer all the objections of Satan, and 
<* my rebellious reason, with that odd reiolation I learned of 
** Tertullian, Cerium est quia imposstbtle est^^ ' * * 

Sir Thomas Bilowm's kdigio Medici. 
: - " they 
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they are plurai : and in your third, they are fropgt 
names* . All these I have expressly excepted -friMB 
the operation of my. golden rule. By boringhaqg 
^^ such examples, you ^transgress the bounds of my 
^^ liriikations, and attack me with unlawful weaponsy 
*' using such as I have proscribeid and^ prohibited;^* ' 
Yes, Sir, I do so« I chose them purposdy ibr 
that very reason^ because you had proscribed than; 
in order that they might lead us to discuss those 
same /i^//^//o;u a little; a, subject which I promised 
you, in my former . letter , T would inquire infccv 

Now, Sir, as you have not told us what there is 
either in the nature of language in general, or of 
the greek .in particular^ or what there is in the ma- 
ture of things, that should make sudi nouns as an 
not personal, or such as are plural, or proper names 
to be differently affected by the article and conjunct 
tiohfrom all ofher nouns, I cannot see what reason^ 
or authority, you have for making these fancifial li^ 
mitations, or for exempting suck nouns, any more 
than others, from the operation of your rules. 

The napie of a brute, ^ tree, or a st<>ne, of a. house, 
a ship, or a garment, or of any ptl]^r substance,. par 
tural or. srct^ificial^ things- not /^ri^ni?/, .'contains noe 
thing in its. own nature, as far as I ca?^ ;S€e, whi^ 
should make it, of iUelf^ either in the^grgek, pr any 
other Jai>guage., more or less expressive of i4entityi 
or diversity J of any sort, than the namg -qf any of 
those moral relations ^of dignity, pfficje> affnity,'&^i. 
which you comprehend under the ^ ternx personal 
nouns. And the same thing may be alErxned .of thi^ 
aajmes Qf modes, whether simple or HHXfS^, $ych a^ 

• D 3 an 
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wn hoar, % day, a month, &c. or suc!^ as ;grace, 
mercy, truth, &c. things also not personal. . So that 
imkss there be really more in the nature of perso- 
nality than I am aware of, more than, with all my 
efforts, I can find out — and if there be, it will be 
kind in you, or any one dse that has made the dis- 
covery, to tell me what it lis— .there must be just as 
much need of something external and foreign to the 
nouns themselves, that is, in this case, as much neqd 
lof the opiission or insertion of the article, to mark 
an identity or diversity in nouns of the one sort, as 
in those of the other. Till, therefore, you can purge 
toy visual organs with a little of your euphrasy, 
and make them much more sharp sighted than they 
are at present, I conclude, that the omission or in- 
wrtion of the article before the secoxul noun, marks 
«n identity or diversity of reference in the two, nei- 
iter more nor less, necessarily and infallibly, when 
they are personal, than when they are impersonal* 

As to plurality f what power is there in that to de* 
liver nouns from the gripe of your forcing irons, as 
often as they come within reach of the machine ? Is 
it In grammar, as it is in politics — divide et impera ? 
Are noun^, like men, compelled, when taken singly, 
to wear a yoke, which, by combining, they are able 
to shake off at pleasure ? If when the singular num** 
ber of ru^xof , with the article, be joined to the sin* 
gnlar number of xw^o?, without the article, they 
ptuit^ both f them, from the mere circumstance of 
bd^g so Situated, independently of any conskiera» 
tion of c^iext, common sense, &c. be ^ necessity 
fefetred t5 th^ same indiyidu^^ so that one man 

shaU 
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dfidlliel^odt bfind aDd dumb ; what is to prevent 
the plural numbers tu^api and xa^tn^ in the very 
same sitmtion from being as nectssarilj both of thest 
sefcTPedto the same individuals, so that every one 
of these «hall likewise be both blind and dumb* 

The texture of your articular straps must indeed 
be truly singular, in every sense of that utird, if 
they necessarily and inevitably bind whatever load 
jou please upon any number of individuals, making 
every one of them, as oiten as you can catch him 
by himself, ^art from his fellows^ wiUy-nilly to 
submk, and, it may be, to become at once poor, 
and maimed, and halt, and blind, and, in short, af<» 
flftcted with every evil that human life is heir to $ 
^d thftt, I^ the strength of his constitution, his 
habits, !and his connections, be what they may, let 
him be ever so well fitted and disposed in himself^ 
and ever so loudly urged to resistance by ail around 
him, yea^ though he be as strong as Samson and 
have the Philistines upon him to boqt ; — ^I say, Sir-» 
if yotjr straps spontaneously and irresistibly do aH 
this, and yet can not exert the smallest force, nor 
impose die least necessity of submission upoii thf 
meanest ftiui weakest of mortals, without power and 
without jawtiye for resistance, provided one equally 
mean and weak, and every way like himself, do but 
hold him by jthe hand, they mjjst ijideed }>e .ma4^ pf 

4 

most i^ncommop stuflf, ^ . 

Nq book of magic (that has ever &llen in my way 
can ftirnish a spcjl like your^s^ of sucl^ strange and 
singular potency, as to bewitch a single king and 
jppbl^er, 50 cpnfoijnaing all sense of personal identity 

D 4 / ^4 
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and diversity in thar minds,lthat the one sitdl not 
know himself from the other ; and yet of no more 
fK)wer to work upon two kings arm in arm with 
each other, or upon two cobkrs, in the same situa* 
tion, than if they were intrenched behind a thresh* 
hold, with a horse-shoe nailed in the front. 

In proper names ^ perhaps, you may discover some;* 
thing which, at first sight, seems to afford ground 
for a partial distinction between them and other 
nouns. As they each mark a certain exclusive, ap- 
propriate, peculiarity in their very nature, and point 
out a diversity between themselves and other ,nouns^ 
you might contend that this diversity is so great as 
to counteract and over-rule any identity arising from 
the omission of the article before the second noun^ 
or as not to stand in need of any additional diver- 
sity arising from the insertion of the article** But 

-5 even 

*. * Bishop Pearson has discovered more of taystery in the omis* 
sion of the article before the second noun^ than you have don^. 
You find that the omission denotes identity. He finds that it 
denotes both identity and diversity : as, for instance, when Jesus 
S9.ys, *♦ I ascend unto my Father and your Father/* John xx. 17. 
Vhcre being an article before the first Father only, (see the greek) 
•it shews not only that the same being is the father of both, but 
^Iso that he is father of Jesus in a different manner^ from the way 
in which he is our father. See Pearson on the Cr^d, p. 30. fol. 
edit. How keen the discernment of some men is ! and what 
endless and beautiful variety there is in the modes of discovering 
the hidden treasures of our mysterious religion ! PosteHtis could 
prov^ the trmity from 11,000 t^xts in the Old Testament alone. 
On the other h^d, I have soznewhere read of a commentator 
who confined himself to one text only to prove the same doctrine, 
both for the Old and the New, viz. Deut. vi. 4:. and Mark xii. 29. 
« Hear, Inael, d^eXord pur God i^ one Lord T* or as it oitght 

to 
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even this is no gromnd for u general fimitatidfi^ or 
for making a difference between proper names, and 
all nouns descriptive of o£5ce, dignity, ,&c. : for of 
these latter, there are many, which express diveraty 
as strongly and as necessarily as any proper names 
whatever can possibly do. Thus, for instance, king 
and queen^ husband and wife^ &c. with aU those which 
i mentioned in my former letter, and many mor6 
~ that might be mentioned, are as diflerent as Sharp and 
Blunt. If, then, proper names, are beyond thfe reacH 
of your rule, because they, by their nature indicate 
^diversity, so likewise must all such personal, nouns 
as these, be, which, by their nature are equally indi- 
cative of diversity. ^Before, therefore, you can pro- 
scribe such examples as consist of proper names from 
'being brought against your rule, you must reduc* 
that rule to narrower limits, and confine its opera- 
tion^ not merely to personal nouns, but to personal 
tiouns of one sort only. And then, in the next place, 
before you can apply your rule to the proposed cor- 
rection of our common version in those texts you 
'have selected, you must shew that yf^^o^^ xuptoj, and 
troSlfi^j as applied to Jesus, differ less widely from 
I ^ijo? and lAtyx^ S-Mf, than one proper name does 
from another.* And when you have done this, it 

to be rendered : " The Lord is our God, the Lord alone." IVe 

have no need to say, who shall go up to heaven, or beyond the 

sea for us, to bring us the secret things of our religion, for us 

and for our children, that* we may bduye all the words of this 

Jaw ! Deut. xxx, 11-14. xxix. 29. 

* Dr. Clarke calls these, " nouns characteristical and equiva- 

^ lent (as it were) to proper names.** See the passage quoted 

from his Reply to Nelson> in pag^ 30. 

will 



win thftn be 4 pr<^r subject of inquiry, whether 
sudb a drcumsjiance, aflFord^ sufficient ground far 
fnaintaining that personal nouns, fven of this sort^ 
are difihrently affected by. the article and conjunction 
from proper names* 

Should you say that youar limitations are founded 
on the. observation of ^fact, and not deduced from 
reasoning ; and that you have discover^ by experU 
ince that they actually do e:sist and prevail in the 
greek language, though you are unaUe to exfdain 
^hy they should do so ; I would ask, what is your 
experience, wherein does it consist, and what does 
it amount to ? Is it because you have found some 
half-dozen (A exant^les,"^ in which nouns that are 
personal, singular, and not proper names, accord 
3v^th your rule, and as many more in which nouns 
that are impersonal,- plural, and prc^r names^ coiv- 
jLradict that rule, that therefore you think yourself 
ju^fied in n^ajdng this arbitrary distinction, and 
laying it down as a fact, that nouns of the one soit 
are necessarily affected by the article and conjunction 
in the way you mention, and those of the othepr 
«ort, not? 

As well might you take a list of the lottery for 
half a dozen years, .and picking out this or that 
thousand in which some numbers might happen to 
be drawn, . on a Wednesday or a Friday in those 
years, affif m, that those thousands were subject tq 
a law from which others, that you did no^ find on 
those days, were exempt. The experience which 

« • « 

• The examples by vhich you confirm your first ruley the one 
here discussed, are just hftlf a dozen, if we d9duc| those whiob 
consist of a repetition of the ^zpne word^. 
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you have had of your rule falls far short of that la 
'the well known instance of the king of Siam, ^o, 
because he had never seen or heaid that water would 
become solid by freezing, denied the possibility of 
it J and still more short of that assumed by Mr. 
Hume as a ground for denying the possibility of mi* 
rades. And yet you and I,. Sir, are well assured 
that the experience of both these sceptics was good 
for nothings So that experience^ such as your*s, coft- 
firmed by so few instances, seems to be a weaker 
foundation, than that of reason^ to build your litni- 
tations on. 

Indeed what you have said about these limitations 
does not appear to have any great force or validity 
even in your own estimation. A man's, practice is 
often a better ground for judging of the stren^h of 
his convictions than his theory. Now you, in your 
practice, have neglected all these limitations, and 
have brought examples to confirm your rules, which 
violate every one of them. 

Thus many of the examples in your second, third, 
and fifth rules, and the majority of those in the 
sixth, consist of nouns which are not personal. In 
your sixth rule, we have an example from John 
Sd. 44. consisting of two plural nouns. And again, 
in the third example, in page 3 1 , we have two plural 
nouns taken from Philip, iii. 3. which you mark as 
a capital confirmation of your first rule. And when 
you lay down the limitations about plurality, you 
take care to inform us (p. 6), that * there are not 
^ wanting examples, even of plural nouns, which are 
 expressed exactly agreeable to your first rule ;' an 
pb§<^rvation made for m other purpose that I can 
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jdisccivei', but that of insinuating, 'thit there is no- 
thing, in ^wrzlky^ Jncompatible with your rule as to 
prevent even pIufaL nouns front being some confir- 
matidnof its .truth, ifa your third rule (page lo), 
we have an example from Ephes^, v. 20^ in which 
yesus Christ makes' one of your nouns^ though you 
:have told us (p. 19), that you consider it as 3, proper 
jiamey'^aaid have distinguished it from a descriptive 
-iToun^ In page iSj, you consider an example in which 
we find one, if. not two, proper names, viz. Devil and 
Satan (Rev. xx. 2.)>a&,oxie that would belong to your 
fifth rule, if the context did not make it an exception. 
And -in the first of yoiijf mistranslated texts, viz. in 
'Ephes.'V;^ 5. you make both the nouns, CAr/V/'and 
<J(2^^by:the way jn whidx you render them in your 
tablr pf content^, to be proper names ; and in all 
the renderings; which you give us of the same text 
In page 31, whether you translate by book or by 
crooky the latter noun God is made a proper name, 
and in the last rendering, both nouns« 
. * Tbui you have destroyed by your practice those 
limitations which, though you have formally laid 
dowti, you never have confirmed, and, I will venture 
to ,§j|y, never can confirm, by your theory,. Looking 
upon mysdf, therefore, as quite at liberty, in argu- 
ing against your rule, to disregard limitations which 
I have shewn to be destitute of all foundation, and 
which you yourself have disregarded in your at* 
tempts to establish your rule, I shall now go on to 
give you the remainder of those examples which I 
was about to produce when our attention was called 
off to discuss the business of the limitations. But 
this I shall reserve for another letter. 
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LETTER III, 

^Tis certain that arguments run very* low indeed, when aU 
grammar is forced to be reversed in such a manner, as 
would make every language a mere Babel of words. By 
grammar i I mean, not only the artificial rules of grammarians, 
but the common and natural sense of mankind. 

Clarke's Reply iaHEhsovif p, 4fl» 

Apparent rar i nantes in gurgite vasto. — ^Vi k g . 

Like a man, that without 2l foundation built a house upon tlie 
earth. — Luke vi. 49. 

SIR, 

SETTING aside those limitations which I have 
proved to be futile and groundless, I now pro- 
ceed to lay before you some further examples of 
your rule, from which you will see more of the 
many admirable consequences of your discovery, 
than perhaps you were fully aware of. 

By the application of your rule to the greek text 
of the following passages, you may shew that there 
is no difference, not only between a street and a lane 
(Luke xiv. 2 1 •), but between a high-way and a hedge 
(ibid, verse 23.) ; not only between lave and peace 
(2 Cor; xiii. u,), but between consolation ^ndi salva^'' 
tion (2 Cor. i. 6.). You may prove not only that 
higA'priests and scribes, (Mditt.ii. 4*), that scribes and. 
phariseesy (Matt. v. 20.), that scribes and elders, (ib. 
xxvii. 41.), and that publicans ancl sinners, (ibix. 11.) 
were the same persons ; but moreover, that pharisees ^ 
zndsadducees, (Matt. iii* 7. xvi. 1^,6^ 1 1, 12.), apostles 

and 
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%xApropbetSy (Ephes. ii« 2o.\ buyers and setlef'i^ 
(Matt. xxi. 1 2.) were the same ; tKat Mary Magda^ 
lene was the same as Mary the mother of Joses^ (Mark 
XV. 47.); and that there was no diflPerence between 
jfoses himselif and his brother Jamesy (Matt, xxvii. 
^6.)y between Peter and John^ (Ads viii. 14.) 

From Luke ix. 28, you may, by virtue of your 
excellent rule, extract a new, secondary, apostolical 
trinity^ by way of supplement to that commonly re- 
ceived ; and that too, all from one text, without 
being forced, as i^ the case in manufacturing the 
old trinity, to dig a little bit of mystery out of a 
text in one corner of the bible, next to splice that 
to a bit more out of another corner, afterwards to 
eke out that with a bit from a third, thus hopping 
about from text to text ; and after all the toil and 
labour bestowed on it, after all the twisting and 
turning, and vamping, and sQleing and heel-piecing, 
to rest satisfied with producing what to a common 
eye, not tutored and trained from infancy to look 
askew at it, appears just as broad as it is long, 
though when it is squinted at, through a theological 
magnifying glass, such as you make use of to turn 
points of separation into * lines of connection,* (p. 48.) 
many persons are apt to fancy that it looks ^ nearly 
* three times as long as it is broad.' • 

From Luke viii. i , 2, you might shew, by your 
rule, that the twelve apostles were all women ; as you 



• ** Early and interested prepossession, or prejudice, is a mag' 
nlfying'glass that makes mountains of molehills, or the greatest 
matters of ipere nothings." 

UmiMiam Tracts^ 4to. 1695. vol. iii. tract l.p. 23.- 

might 
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might make it appear, from the same evangelist,' 
(xxiii. 27.% were likewise the great company of 
pec^e that foUowed Jesus to his crucifixion, and 
moreover, (from verse 49 of the same chapter), that 
all his acquaintance were persons of the same sex 
who followed him from Galilee. 

From A&s xv, you might shew that Foul and 
Barnabas, who were very different persons at the 
beginning of the chapter (verse 2,) and who, though 
without any express articles of separation subsisting 
between them, (and therefore, by virtue of • your 
fifth rule and its exception, werfe beginning to grow* 
rather ambiguous,) still continued distinct for some 
time after (verse i2.)> got so confounded in the 
course of a few verses more, (verse 2a.)> that it was 
impossible to distinguish the one from the other, till 
the successful application of your wonderful disco* 
very restored each of them again, (verses 35. 35.), 
to his separate personal identity and diversity. 

Many more discoveries, equally notable, might 
you make from Luke xi. ^7. Acts iv. 5, 6, xv. a* 
xxiv. I. Rom. ii. 5. i Cor. iv, 9, 2 Thes. i. 4. &c. &c« 
but I shall content myself with mentioning only one, 
to be found in 1 Tim, vi. 13. where ^io^ and xp»r<^ 
being connected in the way your rule requires, the 
former with, and the latter without the article, must 
fteeessarily be descriptive of one and the same person ;' 
but since each of these nouns is attended by a parti- 
fiple, and since the article which is prefixed to the 
first participle is repeated before the second, the twQ 
nouns must on that account be descriptive of diffe- 
i(pM. persens : and thus we have both the identity 
^ 1 and 
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and ^ip>«r^ty o( God and Christ established in the 
compass of a single verse^ proving clearly, as I have 
somewhere seen, or heard it expressed, that they, 
*zrc ^^ united, though divided ; divided, though the 
*^same/' 

It makes no diflFerence, I apprehend, in this rea- 
soning, that * the substantive of personal descrip- 
* tion^ as you call ;^»ro? (p. 30), is followed by the 
proper name Jesus ; since p^iro? here does not make 
any part of the proper name, but is merely an epi- 
thet, like the similar personal noun yiv^io^j in a simi- 
lar situation. But what if it were unavoidably a 
proper name ? We have seen that no reasoning nor 
practice of your*s, will justify us in depriving it of 
the benefit of your rule on that account. Or, lastly, 
what if Paul had thought fit to have omitted the 
word Jesus altogether^ which he might have done if 
he had chosen it, for any thing that I can see to the 
contrary? • 

Such are the curious consequences to which your 
theory of the article fairly and directly leads ; con- 
sequences from which no arbitrary, groundless, and 
unsupported limitations can extricate you, as you 
must see, unless some theological ignis faiuus has com- 
pletely dazzled your sight. 

Now, Sir, with so many and such great absurdi-. 
ties pleading loudly against your fancied rule, and 
vrith what I think, and what every one who "will 
but use the reason' which God has given him for the 
purpose of being used upon this, in the same way as 
upon every other subject, mmt think,^ an absurdity 
infinitely greater, I mean. the monstrQus conseq^enw 

you 
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you deduce from your mistranslated tests^ an abtOv 
solute impossibility ! pleading ^^ trumpet • tongued*' 
against your rule ; let me ask, what you h^ve to 
plead in its favour ? Theological prejudices except^ 
ed, nothing, that I can devise, but this single consi^ 
deration : viz. that after your imaginary limitations^ 
made without any foundation either in nature or 
language, had excluded the use of all such examples 
as the friend whom you mention in page 2, had 
brought as objections to your rule, neither you nor 
he were able to find any ex;ample of a kind which 
your limitations would not exclude, to contradict the 
rule* 

But what was the proper inference from this? 
That no such example exists, or can be found ? No> 
Sir : before I take my leave of you, I will produce 
you two such examples, though one is sufficient to 
ruin your whole articular system. 

But I shall first beg leave to shew you that, even 
supposing your limitations were well founded, a 
little reasoning, indq)endendy of those amsequences 
which, as I have pointed out in my first letter, you 
might have drawn from the analogy between the 
greek and english languages in respect of the artidei^ 
would hav^ discovered to you how bold and hazar* 
dous a conclusion it was to infer, that a rule, SO cir*- 
cumscribed and limited, must necessarily always pre^ 
v^l, because you could not find one example to the 
contrary. 

To say that the rule always prevails, is to main^ 
tain, that the whole compass of the language caxmot 
furnish pne instance to the contrary \^^ umversal 

£ negatives 
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Sfegatite ) a tiling which, as has been often reinirk^ 
ed^ can never be po-oved, and which it requires not 
merely half a dozen examples taken, like your's, 
from a single volume, nor half a dozen ambiguous 
texts expounded, like those in your correspondent's 
extracts, with most obsequious unanimity in the 
same way, half a hundred times over, by ** those 
^* parasites of former times, whom now, in regard 
♦* of their antiquity, we call the fathers ;'** but a 
great multitude of examples of all sorts, taken pro- 
miscuously from authors of every description, and 
free from all bias towards a particular interpretation, 
to render even probable. If neither you nor your 
friend, with all your researches, could find one such 
example against your rule as your limitations did 
not exclude, the proper inference was that it wa« 
difficult to £nd them, not that it was impossible. And 
this difliculty a little previous consideration might 
have taught you to expect, before you began the re- 
search. 

Examples, even when not confined within any 

* ** Trlnitarianism is not so much a reRgiotif as the law of the 
*' Byzantine emperors. It was first introduced by military force, 
•* then confirmed by edidls of the arbitrary emperors of Constan* 
^ tinople. Well, but when folly and impiety are once established 
** by law, and are the only way to preferment, there will never 
5* want a J;reat number who will court thq favour of the govern^ 
** menty by endeavouring to represent the current doctrine of the 
** times, as" possible, nay, as reasonable and agreeable to scrips 
•♦ ture : and from hence came the explications of the trinity, by 
•• xhe parasites of those times ; whom now, in regard of their an- 
!*^qui^, we call the fathers J* 

Uakarian Tracts, 4to. 1695. Tract 7. p. 63. 

very 
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irery pftrdcular limits, are things whidi will not al' 
ways come when they are called for ; and they grow 
more and more deaf to' the call in proportion as the 
number of those conditions^ circumstances, and li* 
mitations are multiplied, under which they are re« 
q\iired to make their appearance. Now the condi- 
tions attached to the examples which you sought 
for are many; and consequently the examples them- 
selves must be few. . 

In the first place, the number of nouns of any 
sort, circumstanced as you must have^hem with re- 
gard to article and conjunction, is not very great, in- 
cluding both such as relate to the same, «uid such as 
relate to different persons. If yqu strike out from 
these all such nouns as are not personal, you greatly 
reduce the number* If you next discard from the 
remainder all proper names, you reduce it still fur- 
ther. And lastly, if you exclude from what is left 
all plurals, is it to be expected that many will re- 
main ? But this is not all. There are other secret 
limitations lurking in your theory, which you have 
not brought formally forwards ; as, for instance, one 
of the nouns must not be ^loy , while the other is 
Xptrof , xuptoc, fl-cJIuf , or jiny term descriptive of Jesus ; 
for in that case, no consideration of common sense, 
or context, will restrain you from saying, that they 
both relate to the same person, and that they con- 
firm, instead of opposing your rule. And with re- 
gard to all pthcr nouns of official description, rarely 
as they caii now, after the above reductions, occur^ 
they must -be ^ch. as cannot possibly be made to re- 
Ja|je,^by any accommodation, to the same person, or 
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ybu will tie stire^ cither by Jixjok or by cfooki tcf 
twist them that way. 

It is lilcewise to be considered, that the form of 
Expression, in which the article is omitted before the 
second noun, is elliptical, as I have shewn you» Now 
figurative syntax, of which the ellipsis is one species^ 
does not occur so frequently as the ordinary com- 
mon syntax/ Then, a^ the greek is a language in 
which every noun has an appropriate gender, if the 
two nouns happen to be of different genders, they 
will require different articles, and in that case the el- 
lipsis will not be quite so readily supplied by the 
reader, as the supplementary article must be diffe- 
rent from that which has been before mentioned^ 
and consequently an exact writer will not so often 
have recourse to ellipsis in such a language* Again, if, 
in the form of expression we are considering, it were 
a matter of perfect indifference, and no oj^KHient of 
your rule will require or contend for any thing 
more, whether, when the two nouns relate to diffe- 
rent persons, the article were or were not repeated j 
in that case, one half of the examples might be ex. 
pccted to turn out in favour of the rule. But your 
opponents have no need to require so much*^ They 
may allow that it is a more full, regular, formal, and 
precise mode of expression, to repeat the article be- 
fore the second noun, where the two refer to diffe- 
rent persons ; that is, they may allow that your rule 
generally prevails, without allowing, as you contend, 
and must contend, in order to apply it in the way 
you wish, that it aiw^ys prevails. And if it grae« 
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raUy prevails^ thai a majority of the exan^l^ must; 
be expected to prove favourable to your rule. 

"Examplies, therefore, $uch as you dpu^t to con'* 
traclipt yow* XV^^^ so singularly cirqumstanced, must 
indeed be x^xl mnt^s ifi gurgite vaerto. It is not 
surprising, then, that you 8hc(uld be unable to find 
them. But it was |iot a jui^ cpitdusioA) that hei 
cause you could not discover one, therefore the ruiff 
was confirmed i for the. want of exan^ples, as wo 
have seen, was to be accounted for upon other prin« 
ciples* 

Had you aj^Ued your rule to the omission of a 
prepo$ition, or other particle, before the second 
noun, instead of applying it to the omission of the 
article, which I have shewn you in my second letter 
you might have done with as much truth and reason 
, on your side as at present ; had you, for instance^ 
maintained, that when the preposition x«la is found 
before the first noun, and is not repeated before the 
second, the two always relate to the same person ; 
and had you then fortified the assertion with your 
i^everal limitations, you might perhaps have found 
it equally difficult to discover any example to con^ 
tradict the assertion. Or had you given us the same 
theory of the english, as you have of the greek ar- 
ticle, which, from the analogy between the two, you 
might have done, as appears from my first letter, 
you might in that case have sought a long while 
without finding such an example to contradict it as 
I have produced above, (see p. 20,) from DcuU 
a:* i8. 
But, though you could not find examples to shew 
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jrotUhe &nacy of your rule, a little reasoning and 
reflection might have detefted it, either in english 
or in greek. In my first letter I have coined several 
examples, such as ^^ the king and queen,'* &c* (p. 19.) 
which, though the work of invention, you must 
know and fed, from the knowledge you cannot but 
have of your native language, to be such as may be 
used, though you might be at a loss to find imme- 
diately any instance of their use, and though they 
may not be quite such full, regular, and accurate 
expressions, as they would have been if the artide 
had been repeated. From a similar mode of pro- 
ceeding you might have derived a similar condusioni 
with regard to the greek, and have confuted your 
rule without the aid of examples. 

In the english version of Isaiah iii. 2, 3. are se- 
veral personal nouns, which, as they stand at pre- 
sent, with a repetition of the article, you might take 
for a confirmation of your sixth rule 2 but, if the 
translator had chosen to have omitted the article 
before the second nouns, here Would have been a 
tonfutation of your first rule. And what is there in 
our language to render such omission, not merdy 
uncouth, but absolutely inadmissible ? 
. In like manner, in the septuagint version of Esther 
vu. ^. UTTQ TH ia^ciXw^ xft( rr? S«(riXi(r(r)]^, if the transla- 
tor had chosen to have omitted the article (t»i^) as 
he has done the preposition (a-nro) before the second 
noun, what is thece in the greek language to render 
such omission, I do not say inelegant, for that is not 
the ques|:ion, but so harsh and ungrammatica^ as to 
b? ^uite intolerable ? 
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' Would Mark have violated- all the rules of the 
greek language, if he had omitted the article before 

the second nOlln in Tra^ctXAfAiavti tO¥ nrotlt^^ m troLxiiH 

Kd(t mi/ /Anlcpa. V. 40 ? or John, if he had omitted both 
preposition and article before the second noun, ip 

Xpir«, I John i. 3? Would Paul have bro&en the 
head both of Priscisln and Athanasius at one blow ; 
would he have transgressed grammar and *' con- 
^' founded the persons," if he had inserted the ar- 
ticle before the first noun 3^£oc, in his ordinary salu- 
tation, yoL^^ upiy «iro d-fs ?ra7/>»? ifj(Aeav, xftt xuf tie 

Ijj(r» Xf irs« Rom, i. 7. and elsewhere ? 

Suppose Luke (ii. 52.) had told us that Jesus in- 
creased in favour tr^^pa ru d'euj YM\ ocv^uyr<aj WOuld Ke 

have become in your ears as sounding brass, or a 
tinkling cymbal ; or would he have spoken with the 
tongue of men and of angels ? Would you have 
said, he that speaketh is a barbarian unto me, and 
hath spoken five unspeakable words, which it* is not 
lawfid for a man to utter ; or would you have ex»- 
tolled hi^i as the sublimest of teachers, who spake 
not unto men but Unto God, saying, no man un- 
derstande^h him howbeit in the spirit he speaketh 
myst^ies ? We know that the article is often pre- 
fixed to the 0ame of God, and that ay^pwTro? is used 
in the singular number to denote the species. See 
an instance of both in one verse of this same evan- 
gelist, Luke xviii. 4. See also Luke i. 6. and 8ep- 
tuagint of Psal. Ivi. 1 1. civ. 23. 

When Mary of Magdala returned from the se- 
^Ichre oil the morning of the resurrection, the 
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^sVangeKst Johfi (xx. 2*) teOs us, tbat ^he came tc^ 
Peter ^ and the other disciple whom Jesus loved* 
Suppose she had come to a pafticular apostle of 
whom John had been spealdng just before^ and to 
^Y other indifferent disciple, of whom at that time 
he neither had said, nor meant to say, any thing 
further ; or suppose, if you choose, that this other 
disciple had been Joseph of Arimathea ; if in either 
of these cases John had expressed himself thus-^ 

Mfji^llm itpp^ . ro¥ etvTPfoXov xxi ccXX^y pa^tjltjy, or Trpa? ro9 
m>ircfh9¥ H»i jCMB^nTiitr oyo/A(Kli Icaa-fif 9,^0 Api/M«S'»(ftc, WOuld 

either of these expressions have been too barbarous 
to have been borne even in a fisherman and a 
ford^er ? 

But enough of hypothetical examples ; which aa 
you werie probably not much disposed to proVe the 
fallacy of your rule, you Mrould not take the liberty 
©f inventing, though you might have done it at 
pleasure, without any violent distortion of the greek 
idiom. Let us leave imaginary contradictions to 
your rule j and come to- those which ar^ real. Of 
these, though, for the reasons already assigned, we 
must expect them to be rarities, IhaVe, as I told 
you, stumbled upon two^ which none of yowr limi% 
tations, were they ever so well founded, will touch, 
I am indebted for them to your anonynKnis corre« 
spondent, " the honest compiler j** • and I recom* 
inend them to your notice, as the best things in hi$ 
book, because these will help to li^t you an inch or 
two on your way towards truth, whefeas ^1 jhe rest 
of his work is only calcullEited to keep ypu:fifl?. HnM 
^rum^ and to n^e you ^ope your "ti^aynswdt as 
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yoQ can In the dark^ across a regiem more drAii^ 
and dismal than poetic fancy ever feigned* . 
n:Tbe first example^is t6 beibimd in page 51, of 
your correspondent's letters, ! and is takoa from 
Chrysostom's homily on i Tim. v. au where that 
father clearly understands the words skd^^int. xh .&<« xai 
xMpi« ifMi^v ifUTK of Xwo different persons^ -tht .father 
and the son* . And he k: fdlowed, in that explana« 
tion, as usual/ by Oecumenlus and Theophylact. . 
- This f xainple yotir correspondent admits to be 
^.directly conOradictory' to:your rule. And unless 
ut can the somehow got rid of, it is fatal to your 
whcde theory, as it proves that your rule does not^ 
as you do, and must, maintain, to answer your pur- 
pose, always prevail. YcJur correspondent accord- 
ing labours long and hard to get rid of it : but, at 
the outset of hjs attempt^ he * owns* (page 53), that 
^ he cannot furnish a satisfactory solution of the dif- 

* ficulty ;' and at the end of it, * he has nothing else 

* to say at parting (page 62), but to repeat that 
^ he knows not how the difficulty is to be removed, 

* otherwise than by supposing that xupw did not 

* ccnne from the pen either of Chrysostom, Oecu^ 

* menius, or Theophylact.' 

* Unfortunately* all the copies of Chrysostom, 
printed and manuscript^ as far as your correspondent 
can find, militate against this supposition. Then it 
is to be observed, that all the threes Chrysostom^ 
Oecumenius, and Theophylact, have the word xu/woi; 
and it seems to be a conjecture rather too violent to 
suppose, that the. words have been ^tered e:a^actly 



lh:i atifi same way tA three difiSsretft pbces^ of threr 
different writers. i. , . . 

Your correspondent, ' however, not willing tO' 
abandon a theory^ in support df which he hay 
* waded through* so much/ tries other expedient s«* 
He seek^ first for a different explanation of the text, 
I Tim. V. 2 1 . in other parts of Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, and Theophylact :-*-but in vain. Next h^ 
seeks for a different explanation of the same, or a 
similar form of expression, as the words occur ordi- 
narily in those authors : — ^but in vain also. And 
therefore, as a last rei^ort, he has recourse to other. 
Virriters, not for a different explanation of the text, 
for that he had previously sought for to no purpose, 
but for general instances, where the form i ^w? xxl 
xvproc, is explained of one person. And here he rake^ 
together six and twenty examples (page 57-61), in 
which this form of sound words is used when speak-^ 
ing of one peri^on only. 

But what dees it avail to shew that an ambiguous 
phrase is used six and twenty times in one way ? 
Does that prove, that it never is, and never can be 
used in another way? No. The contrary is proved, 
in this case, by fact. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and 
Theophylact^ have actually applied the words to Pivo 
persons. 

But perhaps the compiler will be surprised to hear 
ine say, that, out of his six and twenty examples, 
there is n^t one which will prove that the writer of 
it thought the form S-eo? xxi xjpio?, when ' taken by 
stsdf, without further help and assistance, was even 

capablQ 



capabk of being used, much less that it mmt be used» 
of dne person only. For in every one o£ those in- 
stances, provided the reference be clearly and indi3-< 
putably to one person, there is always something ad-* 
ditional in the contexfj something besides the bare 
phrase itself, to limit and restrain the words to one 
person. 

Either the two nouns are construed with a s}ngu«» 
lar Verb, pronoun, participle, or adjective, or they 
are put in apposition to a proper name in the singu* 

m 

lar number ; or the latter of them is followed by no 
separate proper name of which it can be descriptive, 
and consequently, unless it be referred to the same 
person as the former noun S^o?, would be a descrip- 
tion without a thing to be described ; or the article 
U so separated by the interposition of other articles, 
adjectives, or pronouns, from the first noun, as to' 
prevent the reader from joining it to that noun ex* 
clusively, and to shew that it belongs to the whole 
phrase, composed of the two nouns and the conjunc- 
tion, which phrase is thereby insulated, as it were, 
and the several parts of it ; that is, the two nouns, are 
ct)nnected dosefy together, so as to indicate a unity 
of reference in the way I have pointed out in my se- 
cond letter (page 33) } or the numeral h^ precede^ 
. the ^rst noun ; a circupistance Vhich you yourself 
(page 1 3) have thought strong enou^ to set aside 

^ N k 

your fifth rule, so as to refer nouns to one person, 
which otherwise would be referred to two. 

In short, there is something or other manifestly 
visible on the face of every one of the e:^mplea9 
frl4(b ^?arl^ m^k^ the ipten^Oft Qf t|ie writer, and 

points 



iny thing (X>i>taiz>€d:m:r the form itself* So that; 
these twefity-^ix examples are so far from proving 
that noui^ circumstanced as you describe, must ne^ 
iessarily rdate to the same person, that they rather 
$een^ ta imply that soni^thing more than the bare 
form of words is necessary and rec^uisite to ascertain 
and fix tjie identity of reference.* 

The other example which overturns your inge* 
nious theory, and which is jdaced beyond the reach 
of your limitations, is to be found in the following 
words, which your correspondent has quoted \xx 
page 122 of his letters, from Justin Martyr; tk <r»- 

p. 13 !• ^yg* Ashton's edit. As you yourself have 

* Your friend, how^ver^ does not seem tq have made the most 
of bis fathers; or be might bave.disposed of this ejaxnpk from 
jChrysostoin) by a speciec of logic which would at least satisfy a 
determined trinitarian. What if that father understands r« ^»« 
Mat KVftHy . apparently of two persons, father, and son? TertuUian 
"tells us', that the vrordfathery includes the son ; aye,' and mother 
too, if the church stands in need of it. - Iteminpatrefilttts'iA- 
YOcatur. Ego enim, in<|uit» etjiater uimm snmu&i Ne mattfr 
4vudem ecclesia ^f a&terkun Siquidem in filio et patre mat^ 
recognoscitur, d« qua- constat et patris et filii. nomen. l^ertulL 
de Orat. cap* ii. p. 150. edit. Rigaltii, 1641. And thus when 
Chrysostom talks of father and jo«, he may only niean brie arid 
the same person all the While. A staunch trinitarian is like 
Tom Jenkins in tlie unjierwplot of Mr. Puff's tragedy in die 
farce of the CriHc. He c^n find father, mother, brothers, sisters. 
Uncles, and aunts, all lying perdue, where nobody else would ever 
dream of meeting with one of them. I will not, however, close 
this note, without doing TertuUian the justice to say, that it is 
ceTident thit h did Hot Wite-this stutf, tbough^we no^ read it in 
libivtirks- 

used 



C 61 1 

tssed irvsu|u« xymy^s a personal xioun, in die second 
example of your second nile, taken from Luke ii. 26, 
you cannot but consider thiis passage of Justin as 
conforming to all your limitations, and as perfectly 
unobjectionable every way. 

Here, Sir, there is no Alexandrian MS. to drattfy 
letta: by letter, for a various reading ; no comma, 
which, by your new theory of punctuation,* you can 
at pleasure either convert into a full point, or prove 
to be no point at all, by discovering, with the help 
of your magnifying glass, that it is nearly thttsc 
times as long as it is broad ;t nothing that you caa 
hook in; nothing to accommodate you* Alas! alas! 
will none of those powers, w^hose aid you are ordi« 
narily accustomed to invoke, come to your assist- 
ance at this critical juncture ? Must your minion, 
like another darling, whose cries ** nor cruel Tom 
** nor Susan heard," be doomed to prove, ** a fa- 
-** vourite has no fripnd ?*' 

* If you Will look once more into the Port Rjbyal Gr6d^ granv- 
aar, you will there see a full confutation of your theory of 
punctuation. In his introductory observations to Syntat, No. S» 
Ae author of that work will inA>rm you, that the antk&t Ck«eks 
«Med the pott^ sometimes to denote a comma, and not alway$ % 
fall period, as you mfUi have it to be. 

^ f This magnifier does not always prove to be, in yottr hand^^ 
the mirror of accuracy. In p. SS and $9^ you ten ms that die 
Alexandrian MS* omits xftrtt in i Tim. ▼• 3L, and has >c^m 
tritiuKU •rif before it, in 2 Tim. iv« 1. But this is a wrong state- 
tneot of the Alexandrian readings, in both these teitts. A&dthc 
«rror evidently arises ftxrni your .having miist^ken the Alexan- 
drian contraction of xf*f^ for that cfxtftu. The reading of hatlk 
texts in that MSs i& the same, viz. ruitmuu xs^fu u«^ 

What 



• What if you iaake an extraordinary effort in' tin§ 
sad diieinma^ and say, that some ^ impious Sociniai^' 
has Expunged the article t8 before wvivfAolo^j in the 
passage from Justin ? You know. Sir, you have been 
witness to the wicked tricks of these same * apos^ 
^ taties and sadducees,* and have kindly favoured ua^. 
with some shrewd hints, (p. 36. 40. 49.)> of theif 
omitting words and interpolating points in the most 
valuable MS. in the kingdom, on purpose to ruin 
your theory, and the doctrine deduced from it.* 
Alas ! the mischief here would ht that, if you say 
the article has been surreptitiously taken away frofti 
-|his. passage, those confounded fellows, the S^<r/m^i»^ 
will remind you of what they will call the equity of 
that impertinent maxim, petmm damusque vicisshn^ 
and will claim a right of thrusting a second article 
into any one of your mistranslated texts, which they 
think proper to have on their own side, and so ruin 
your whole system that way. 

What are we to do ? The grand champion of or- 
thodoxy,: the mighty magician, he that turns man 

* When Sir Roger de Coverley^ in his visit to Westminster-ah>» 
bey^ was shewn the figjure of one of our kings withoulHi head^ 
jbe sard to the guide» who* told him the head had been stokn ;— » 
•* Some whig J VYL warrant yon ;*-you ought to lock up your 
^*' kings better ; they will carry oflF the body too, if you don't 
«* take care." But I think,- Sir, the good old knight was no 
match for you at a t^rewd suspicion. ^Hi$. wblgSy at least had 
something to get-by their attempt,- for the head, it seems, was of 
lieaten fiilver ; but your' bugbears, the Socimans, had nothing to 
hf^iorfyom their bungling .plots to-r«in yauj (as you teil us, 
fpS6;) but certain * detection. and demo^ttated ignorance and 
•absufdit^r*? . . . . . .^ ^ -'-.'' 

.•:>/ into 
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Into God, and yet keeps him mail still, naaking him 
«o perfediy bbth, that he is completely neither ; the 
great o, ^\ ro^ is at his last gasp. " Mighty victor, 
" mighty lord, low on his funeral couch he lies !** 
And unless you . administer something of more effi«. 
cacy than all that you have yet prescribed, "thy son 
** is gone, he irests among the dead ;" wX/1* x,x\h 

But you wiJl . administer, I doubt not, some new 
nostrum^ some ; fresh' additional limitations i for it 
seems (page 2), your darling has had these ugly 
feinting fijts before now, and successive doses of //- 
mtaiion given, as I conjecture, pro re nata, have at 
ready saved his life three several times. Your friend 
-produced some examples against you, consisting pro*- 
bably of impersonal nouns, and your alarm suggested 
your first limitation. He then produced some plu- 
rals, and that called forth your second. And lastly, 
he produced some proper names, and that conjured 
up your third. And thus, to combat evfcry nevif 

* What a fine thing greek is I Before men come to the use of 
their reason, fcyfa^fum serves well enough to frighten them out 
of their senses. But the Bible is so 'oery plain and full, from one 
end of it to the other, for the unity of the Deity, so expressly de- 
;iies the doctrine of a trinity ^ df daring that no person whatever 
but the father of Jesus is truly God, (John xvii. 1-3,), that almost 
any way-faring man, when arrived at years of maturity, reading 
it according to the apostles rules, { 1 Cor. xiv. 20. 1 Thess. v. 21.^ 
would find it more than a match for infant prejudices ; and there 
would be no keeping the common people smnd in the mystery of 
thrft persons in one nature^ and t*wo natures in one person^ if o, if, to 
sind his brethren were not at hand to carry on the good work 
•which fe^ fa, fum has so happily begun. 

j .. ^ example, 
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example, you mi^ go on, for there is ho end o£ 
these iundea, with new limitations, pdrpetnally giv* 
ing us ^^ another and another, to the last syllable of 
** recorded time.'* The only reason that you have 
for making any of your limitations, past, present, 6t 
to come, whether you are thoroughly awar^ of it or 
ilot, is, I am satisfied, this ; that you find them verjr 
convenient things to disarm your opponents, and 
to prevent the discovery, and proscribe the use, of 
all such examples as you cannot convert to your 
X>wn purposes. 

- As I know not, therefore, how many or what 
•sort of limitations you^ may have in reserve, I shall 
take the shortest way to put an end to limitations of 
all sorts and sizes, by inquiring into the true import 
and meaning of those texts of scripture, which, by 
means of your multifarious devices of iooks^ italics^ 
iranspasitions^ accommodations ^ limitations^ &c. &c. you 
would press into the service of absurdity, and of 
^hich, for this noble purpose, you have given v& 
what you call a corrected, and I a corrupted, ver- 
•ion.* 

^ * " Men first contrive their religion, and possess their fancies 
•* thoroughly with their private opinions, and then read the 
^ scripture with no other design, then to find something there to 
•• stamp divinity on their own conceits. Such men found theft- 
•• religion on obscure texts, or mystical interpretations of plain 
*^ texts, and by the help of some arbitrary distinctions and Ami- 
fationsy glosses, and paraphrases, by curtailing of textSy Or 
trans^Iacittg words ami commas^ or separating a single sentence 
^ from the body of the discourse, make the scriptiu^e speak their 
•* sense as plainly, as the bells ring what every boy will hayei 
•* them. Which is, to deal with the scripture, (as Irenseus ob* 
** .serves^ af^ if a ix»n jsbonld vskt a picture of the Ungf whidi 
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- And here we shall come into \ little doset contact 
with your friend the compiler, who has confined 
his lucubrations to these texts, and to the e^osition 
givto of them by fathers'lnd schoolmen ; men who 
were once thought to be inspired, but whose tapers 
now burn yery dim and blue, and who are in no 
small danger of having their very candlesticks re* 
mpvfsd Qut of their places. But before I descend to 
particul^rB, J must say something. about the general 
plan of. y Our correspondent. 

His whole fabric rests upon a rotten foundation^ 
or rather it is built without any foundation at all. 
It is not only * unwieldy and cumbersome,* but quite 
baseless. He begins with observing, that if your rulp 
be truf , the fathers would be found to adhere to it> 
by givii^ * invariably* to the texts in question * the 
* same-senSe in which y<Mi understand them/ (p. 3.) 
This might be granted j though, if the rule be not 
altogether mechanical, and wholly dependant upoa 
habityal custom for its application, but require some 
skill, discernment, and nicety of observation in the 
use of it, even this might not be altogether true, es- 
Jpecially of the later tjathers, many of whom were ex- 
tremely ignorant, and without the least pretensions 
to accuracy or discernment* . But suppose all this be 

<* consisted of an artificial composition of precious stones, and 
*^ transplace all these stones into another fonn, as suppose of an 
*< ape5 and th^n should persuade silly people that that was the 
** king's picture : at this rate we may find the Alcoran in die 
<< Bible, as well as make so many books, so different and contrary 
♦* to each other from the various composition of twenty-four 
^* letters." — Dean Sherlock'^ Discourse concerning the Knowledge 
tf Jejus Christ, 2d. edit, 1674. p. 7.0. 

F granted. 
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granted, yet nobody, I believe, who kno\*rs hif 
thing aboiit the matter, will grant the converse of 
the proposition, which is the ground upon which 
the compiler erects his edifice. No one who know$ 
what the fathers were, especially the post-nicenc 
fathers, and your friend has little to do with any 
others, will grant that because such men interpret 
the texts to which you aj^ly your rule, in the same 
way as you do> that therefore your rule must be 
truci The bias and bigotry of these fathers shine 
forth in every page of their works, and are well 
known to all readers of ecclesiastical history. They 
were Sure to twist and turn every thing in which 
, there was the smallest ambiguity, and even to strain 
and pervert many in which there was no ambiguity 
at all, towards that side which they called orthodox, 
that is, towards the side on which their own opi- 
nions, or rather their own temporal interests, lay.* 
To try the cause by such men, is not to impannel 
fairly, but to pack most foully, a jury in your favour. 
* By way of amusing us, and bribing our fancies in 
your behalf, your friend also gives us what he calls 
(page 9) ' an ideal picture.' Suppose^ says he, that 

* ** Notre siecle, et la connoissance que lious avons d'une in- 
^* finit6 de personnes, ne nous apprennent que trop, que I'on 
** fait souvent des livres, non pour soutenir ce que Pon croit 
♦* vcritablement ; mais parce qu'on se promet d'etre avance par 
<< la. II ne faut pas douter que les hommes ne fussent faits au- 
«* tre;fois» conune ils le sont aujourd'hui ; de sorte qrl'en lisant 
^ les anciens comme les modemesy on dolt prendre garde aux 
^ sentimens qu'ils avoient interSt de soutenir, et les distinguer 
« avec soin de ceux que Pon avance^ sans en pouvoir esp^i^er de 
f* r5^vanta|;e.*'— itfCLERC; BMofhiqut Uni^ersellc^ vol. x. p.'371. 
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we had within our reach all that came from the hancti 
of the christian greek writers for the first six centui 
ries ; and suppose that they all explairfed the testts iii 
question as you do ; and suppose that this explana* 
tion was never murmured at by those whose heresies 
Were affected by it ; and suppose tl^at even the ortho* 
<}ox at one time wished to give a different ihtefpre* 
' tation } and suppose that, notwithstanding this, thcy> 
and all other parties, perpetually used hot only these 
very expressions, but others like them, in that one 
constant meaning pointed out by- you j — this, lima* 
gine, says he, would be satisfactory; 

But in this picture, which is indeed quite ideal^ 
the painter has shewn himself to be very unskilful^ 
both in composition and expression. The foregoing 
figures,. comparativdy insignificant, he places ia the 
most conspicuous situations in the front of his can^^ 
vass ; and then thrusts into an obscure corner of the 
back ground that which is in reality the most im* 
portant character in the whole 'piece, and ought to 
have stood most prominent in the group. * If/ says 
he, '.we should see the philological peculiarity* of 
your rule ' appearing not only in a few texts, but 

* preserved through the whole languagCy'wt might then 

* boldly declare, that the idiom was not ambiguous.* 
So niuch for his composition ! iri which, however, 
he is not more defective than he is in expression* 

* Though he calls his picture ideal, he means all-his 
figures for real portraits ; for he says of it, at the 
beginning of his book, that though ^ at "present all is 
^ merely ideal, it may be a subject of futurp consider 

* ration, whether or no he shall have been able to 

Fa * realize 
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* realize any of its fejitures/ No^, there is not the 
least resemblance, in a single feature, to any original 
upon the face of the, earth. Not only have numbers 
of the christian writers of every description perished 
by the ravages of time, but almost all of those whom 
the bigotry, ignorance, and rage of orthodoxy 
deemed heretical, have been wilfully destroyed j* 
fhc few who have survived, have been so mutilated 
and corrupted, as to be almost unintelligible jt the 
expositions of texts, even in the orthodox, is far 
from being uniform; and so little has the %vhole 
' language been coxisulted for your rule, that neither 
you nor your, correspondent have produced a single 
sample from any but ecclesiastical writers. To 
what purpose, then, this ideal picture, cujus^ veluf 
MBgri somniaj suana Jinguntur species^ but to make us 
laugh as. soon as the curtain is drawn up ? 

But when we hiave paused a while, in order to 
^ow you a little leisure for reviewing the ground 
over which wc have passed, we will go on to our 
texts^ 

* .See a letter of the Emperor Constantine's to the bishops and 
pieople^ inserte4 in Sfocrat. !^iccles• Hist. lib. u cap. ix. p. 31. edit. 
Reading, 1720. Sandius also observes : Fostqbam a primitiva 
religiene desciverant episcopi ac theologi, ut titulos hosce, ca- 
tholics ac apostolicx ecclesise> suo caetui arrogarent ac vendica- 
tenty summa^ope nitebanttir, ne qua documenta, ne qua vestigia 
pristinz remanerent veritatis, secularfquoque brachio ad id abusi 
tiefarie.*— jPr^ ad Nucleum, Hut* Eccks. See alsa Dall^us tie 
Uiu Patruniy part i. cap. iv. p. 99. edit. 1656. 

f Erasmus, in his address to the reader^ prefixed to his notes 
^ on Jerome's catalogue of ecclesiastical "writers, says, no one 
Ivho has the interest of literature at heart, can read the list with- 
out grief, hinc intelligens, ex tot egregiis clarissimorum virorura 
monumentis vix paucula qusdam superesse> atque ea sane mu« 
ti}a» depravata, contaminataque. * 
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LETTER IV. . 

Unto thee it was shewed, that thou jnightest know that the 
Lord [Heb." Jehovah] he is God ; there is none else be- 
sides him. Deut.«iv. 5J5. 

These words spake Jesus 5 and lift up his eyes to heaven, and 

said, Father, this is life eternal, that they might 

know THEi THE ONLY TRUE GoD, and Jcsus ChHst whom 
thou hast sent.' John xvii. 1. 3. 

Jesus of Nazareth, a Man approved of God. Acts ii. 22. 
SIR, 

AGAINST your mode of explaimng those texts 
which' I am now about to examine, there lie 
two most important and decisive objections, which 
affect your interpretations of them alL The first is 
drawn from the context in which the words occur: 
a much better guide, in my opinion, to the true 
sense and meaning of an author's words, than any 
petty, minute, verbal criticisms about articles and 
conjunctions, strong as even these latter are, in aH 
the present instances, against you. You tell us that 
you consider these texts as prmfs of the divinity of 
Jesus. Now, in every one of them it is quite foreign 
to the business the writer has in hand to make him 
undertake the proof oi any. thing relating to the me- 
taphysical nature and essence of Jesus. Were you 
to consider these texts merely as alluding to what 
had been proved and acknowledged before, .the con- 
text wovld. be violated by. such an allusion^ in the 

F 3 first 
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first of the texts, if not in the others : but when 
you make them proofs ^\t is violated in all. 

The second objection is drawn from the consequence 
deduceable from your interpretation',* which, how- 
ever you may be. pleased with it, amounts, in my 

  

idea, to an ^bsohit^ impossibility. 

When you infer from these, or any other texts of 
scripture, that Jesus is God, you seem to forget that 
he was once really present upon earth, and conversed 
among mankind. Those who talk so familiarly of 
Father J Son^ and Holy Ghost^ appear to me to do so 
without having any more impression of any thing 
real and substantial excised in their minds by the 
term which they use for the second person of their 
trinity, than by that which they use for the third 
person, or than they have when they use the word 
ghost to denote any other phantom of the imaginaf- 
tioi^. They learn in their youth a theological lan- 
g^^g^j j^st as they learn any other language, greek^ 
latin, or frcnch, for instance : and then, when they 
grow up, they repeat the words Father^ Son^ and 
Holy Ghost y and conceive each- word to mean God^ 
exactly in the same way, and with as much ease, as 
they do the three . names for God, in the three lan- 
guages I have mentioned. 

But now. Sir, let any man seriously and delibe- 
rately ask himself, whether a real perfon now actu»- 
ally standing before him, in a human form, I do not 
jay //, but can possibly be, God, But possibility and 
impossibility were the same things in the days of 
Jesus, as they are at this moment : and Jesus we 
know did actually converse and live among man- 
kind 
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kind in a form which, to all appearance, and to the 
testimony of every sense, was that of a mere man. 
Either, therefore, he was really such, and nothing 
more, or he was a deception. If it be granted that 
he was really a mere man, the controversy is at an 
end. But if it be said he was a deception, then, 
though it is true that God, and God alone, could^ 
yet it is not probable that he would^ so deceive his 
creatures: because his miracles are not wrought, 
like the tricks of a juggler, to puzzle and confound, 
but to enlighten and inform his people. But let us 
suppose, however improbable, that Jesus was a decep- 
tion : then God would be the cause indeed of the de- 
ception, but he could not possibly be the deception //- 
self^ any more than he can possibly be any other of his 
productions. God may cause any thing, animate or 
inanimate, such as the sun, a man, a vegetable, &c. 
to exist, qr he may cause us to be deceived with the 
appearances of them ; but he cannot possibly be him* 
self any of them ; whether they be realities or decep* 
tions. And this seems to me to follow directly and 
inevitably, not only from the invisibility and immutar 
bility of God, but from every thing else that wg can 
comprehend of his nature. 

Either of these two considerations, more especially 
the last, appears to .me sufficient to overturn all your 
interpretations. But you theological mystery-mon^ 
gers are so enamoured with your fancier, that yoi* 
shut your eyes against both context and conse- 
quences, and ivill have your doctrines, lygged in, 
with jor without connection, possible Qr impossible, 
» F 4 upon 
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upon every, or rather upon no occasion* Taking 
it for granted that the head and heart of every 
prbphet and apostle was as full of such lumber as 
your oWn, whenever you do not clearly see the drift 
df the sacred writers, which I fear is often th6 case, 
and sometimes I suspect when you do see it, if one 
of your catch-words does but happen to come across 
you, there is no resisting the call, away you go like 
madmen the moment the disordered string is touch- 
ed, and . can see ' or hear nothing afterwards but the 
phantom of your own imaginations ; which is al- 
ways one or other of the base-born children of that 
mother of harlots, Mystery. (Rev. xvii. 5.) 

I now proceed to examine each text in particular, 
and shall shew you, independently of the foregoing 
considerations, which are applicable to all the texts, 
that none of them will bear your translation without 
a departure from the natural and obvious rendering, 
and doing violence, more or less, to the words of 
the writer; that you can derive no strength nor 
support to your interpretations from the labours of 
your correspondent, the unwieldy compiler ; that if 
the sacred writers had meaned to say what you 
would have them say, they would- have expressed 
themselves diffei'ently from what they have done ; 
and that the real meaning of some of the -passages in 
question, seems to be different, not only from what ^ 
you, but from what our established translators, have 
supposed. 

I shall take the texts in the order in which they 
stand in your table of contents, and begin with, 

Ev 
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' Ey Tin PacriXjia r^ j^ira xai S'f*. EpheS. V. 5. 

Here we must observe, that 'xf^To^ is not a proper 
iiame, but an epithet.* This you allow, calling it 
(p. 30) a * substantive' (though, by the bye, it is an 
adjective) * of personal description ;* and this your 
limitations oblige you to allow, or you could not 
consistently here apply your rule. Though you 
have, notwithstanding, rendered it as a proper name 
in your corrected version, both in the table of con- 
tents, and in the last of your translations given in 
page 31. 

Now xP*ro? being an epithet, you render the ex- 

• * From a passage in Tertullian, it seems as if it were not 
familiarly used as a proper name till about his time. Si tamen 
nomen est Christus et non'appellatio potius ; unctus enim signifi- 
catur. Unctus autem non magis nomen est quam vestitus, quam 
calceatusi accidens nomini res. Tertull. advers. Prax. c. xxviii* 
p. 660. edit. Rigalt, 1641. This seems to be the language of a 
man speaking of a wor4 whose signification was rather unsettled. 
X.actantius and Jerome afterwards observe, that Chrut is not a 
proper name ; but they express themselves in a way which does 
not insinuate any doubt about the usage, .or give any suspicion 
that the meaning was unsettled in their times. They barely ad- 
vert to the etymology. * Jesus inter homines nominatur, nam 
Christus non proprium nomen est, sed nuncupatio potestatis et 
regni. Lactant. Institut. lib. iv. cap. vii. vol. i. p. 287. edit* 
Dufresnoy. Christus commune dignitatis est nomen, Jesus pro- 
prium vocabulum sal vat oris. Hieronym. in Matt. xvi. 20. vol. iv. 
p. 75. edit. Benedict. This variation in the acceptation of the 
term Christy makes sometimes a vast diflFerence as to the facility 
of construing various texts of scripture, in this or that sense. 
And in quoting from the fathers it ought to be attended to ; be- 
cause, from this circumstance alone, an interpretation which to 
one of the earlier fathers would appear harsh and forced, might 
$eem quite natural to one of those who lived in later times. 

pression 
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pTcssion quite harsh and intolerable, by making that 
word relate to the same person as ^log ; and that^ 
whether you understand this latter word as a sub- 
stantive of personal description, which you affirm it 
to be in page 30, or as a proper name, in which way 
you translate it in all your versions of this passage, 
again contradicting yourself with regard to this 
word as you had before done with regard to the 
other. How very harsh the phrase becomes by re- 
ferring the two nouns to one and the same person, 
cannot but be evident to every one who will but; 
render them literally, as subjects of a proposition, 
or nominative cases to a verb. 

He must be a rude writer indeed, tnore rude I 
think than the most rude of the Galilean penmen, 
who should say : " The anointed and God" (mean- 
ing thereby one and the same person) " did so and 
** sOi" Would any one ever think of expressing 
himself thus : " The eternal and God" (meaning 
the same being) " created the heavens ?** This would 
be like a prophane writer's telling us, that ** the 
** great and Alexander conquered the world." And 
you do not at all mend the matter, if you do not 
make it worse, by translating xat by even. For not 
to urge that, xat so rendered not being a copulative, 
the phrase, strictly speaking, would not come under 
your rule, we may observe that, according to this 
rendering, the particle becomes, not merely an ex- 
pletive, but a perfect incumbrance. To say, " In 
*' the kingdom of the anointed even God," if one 
and the same being be intended, is exactly like say- 
ing: « In the contemplation of the divine even 

being.** 



<c 
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^ bdi^*" Every writer who bad that mcamng in 
view, would ccrtamly omit xju, even^ as a word that 
obscured^ instead of ehiddating, his meaning. 

Toar correspondent has coDected firom the fathei^ 
twenty-One greek passages, in which this text is 
quoted. Of these he tells you, that twelve deter- 
mine nothing with respect to its^meaning : but still 
be is determined that you shall have not only all 
these at full length, (p. 36 and 10), but thirty more 
latin passages alfo, of which, he adds, * you may, 

* perhapsy claim three to your side, the rest being 

* [dainly against you :* for in this sort of civility he 
outdoes Dogberry himself ; *' and though he be but 
^^ a poor painter, hearing as good exclamation on 
** your worship as of any man in the city, truly, for 
^^ his own part, if he were as tedious as a king, he 
^' could find in his heart to bestow it all on your 
^* worship." 

The other nine greek passages, he says^ * are clear 

* testimonies for your interpretation.* Were they 
so, and were they nine times as many, testimony so 
packed^ for reasons already stated, would be no con- 
firmation of your rule. But alas ! this is all ideal 
painting. Among all the nine, there is not one clear 
testimony for your interpretation. Seven of them 
are clearly against you. And of the otlicr two, the 
most that can be said for you is, that they are ncu- 
tral, or as your correspondent might choose to ex- 
press it, * contain nothing contrary to your interprc- 
^ tation ;' which, however, it should seem from his 
way of estimating, is still to be deemed a prodigious 
tUng in your favour. 

In 
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In the passage from the Pseudo-AthaiiasiUs, which 
he has labelled No. 2, the writer finds it conveniei^ 
to accommodate^ the original words of the- text to his 
purpose, as you also do your version of them. He 
reads ty rt? ^oc(nXu» xupiB K%^ d-fs, not only changing 
the adjeftive 5^*5-8 into a substantive Kvpisj but omit- 
ting the article aiso. A very material change ! 
making it much more natural, easy, and'agreeable, 
to the greek idiom, to refer the words thus altered^ 
than to refer Paul's original words, to one person. 
Your ideal friend would attribute the change to an 
error in transcribing ; but the sentence immediately 
following, in which xu/hoc is twice repeated, with an 
evident reference to the use of the same word be- 
fore, forbids this supposition. Besides, the Writer, 
in the words immediately preceding, nmtilates an« 
other of PauPs texts (Rom. ix. 5.) to suit his pur- 
pose. It is therefore more probable that he adtered 
this by design. But he' never would have altered it 
if he had known your rule, and had thought that 
the words, as they originally stood, must be exjdained 
according to it. 

In the passages, Nos. 1 5 and 1 6, from Cyril, and 
consequently in No. 29, which is only a transcript of 
No. 1 5, that writer contends that Christ is God, be- 
cause Paul has here declared the kingdom, by which 
word Cyril understands power, or dominion, of the 
one, to be that of the other ; and because, whoever 
naturally and necessarily has a divine power inhe- 
rent in him, must be a divine being. Now Cyri! 
never would have gone about to prove the divinity 
of Christ by a deduction from Paul's words, if ho 

had 
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had con^dered those words as directly asserting the 
fstd without any deduction. Nay, Cyril's argument 
evidently goes upon the supposition, tliat Christ and 
God are mentioned in this text as two distinct per- 
sons, which is quite contrary to your rule,* 

In No* 17, the same writer argues also from the 
power or dominion, not from the form of words : 
for, having, mentioned Christ a^ being by nature 
hrdy he adds, m this way^ yot.^y\^ (which the latin 
translator renders by the word quare^ which, though 
not quite accurate, might still have served to keep 
your correspondent front the mistake he has fidlen 
into) Paul says so and so ; and then he quotes the 
text \ but in a way which renders it unfit for the 
purposes of your theory. Your correspondent has 

. * I will giTe you a. translation of a few word? in thepassage^ 
No* 15» and also of a few morqin*No. 17» because some /oMifi- 
4ant critics have mis-ttanslated them* and what more nearly coiv- 
cems you and me, they call themselves BritisL The words in 

No. 15 f ate 1^0 'oaXiv ^tT09 ofoyMVOn tv^vi uvlcv iKr^tpn km Skw^ 

which they render : ** Observe again, that having named Christ, 
M he inmiediately adds, that he is God alsOf*^ very different from 
the true setvse, which is : *« Observe again, tliat having named 
•* Christ, he immediately introduces him and God, as, &c^" The 
words in Nq. 17> Xf'ro> «v)o» vvo(i»^t axi S«3y, stw Xsiy&;y, which 
they render: ** He calls Christ himself God alsof when he tlius 
^* speaks," ought to be rendered : ** He names him Christ and 
'* Godf saying thus," &c. And then follows the text, in which it 
appears that the word Christ was takea by Cyril as a proper 
name, a -sense which was fully established in that father's days 
by the usage of the church, though but little countenanced by 
the scriptures, and which you know makes a material alteration, 
not only in the application of your rule to the text, but in the 
sense which the fathers would put upon the text* 

given 
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given you the quotation inaccuratd/, £of he mSert* 
the article t« before xf^rsy which article Cyril oinit3« 

In Nd« 21, Theodoret, altering the text, readiS 
Mv TV} (iaa-iXuoi, xP^rs r^ 3'es, which, according to the 
compiler, ^ is carelessly and unsuspectingly put down 
* as the equivalent expression' to that in the origi- 
nal. But every school-boy knows that these two 
expressions are by no means equivalent. That which 
Th^odoret has chosen to substitute for Paul's, is what 
grammarians call an apposition j a figure of speech 
which they all point out as expressly marking an 
identity of person ; and you have done the same 
thing in your second and third rules, which, though 
delivered with all the parade of a new discovery, arc 
nothing more than the old figure of apposition. 
Now, js this last mode of expression is so pat to 
Theodoret's purpose, as he has also, in the words 
immediately preceding; mutilated for the same pur- 
pose the text of Rom. ix. 5, and has moreover 
added, with perfeft rhodomontade, that there are 
ten thousand other texts to the same tune, there are 
few persons, I believe, who will not be apt to sus- 
peel that the alteration of the words in this place, 
of Ephes. V. 5, was wilful, and that it was made 
because he thought PauFs own words were not quite 
so unambiguously expressive of identity of persons^ 
as you would persuade us. 

In No. 24, from Anastasius, Paul's words arc 
*lagain altered and turned into an apposition. And 
to mark that apposition, and the consequent iden- 
tity of persons, more clearly and strongly, the pro- 
noun ^[Awv is added after d^i»« 

And 
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And thus. Sir, 'seven out of the id^al- painter'* 
nine clear testimonies for your interpretation, tufil 
out to be against you: The two remaining, vizi: 
Nos. 1 1 and 20, are neutral. 

in the first of these, which your correspondent 
pronounces ^ su£Bciently express,' there is nothing^ 

I 

express, except that Chrysostom means to ^pply the 
text to the proof of Christ's divinity. It does not 
at aU appear in what way he means to apply it, or 
imo he argues. • The probability is, that he means 
to argue from it in the same way as Cyril and the 
rest of his fraternity, the greek and latin fathers^ 
do ; that is, to contend that Christ is a divine being, 
because Paul has here said that Christ's kingdom ot 
authority is the same as that of God. But you, you 
know. Sir, argue from, and apply this text in a 
very different way, in order to bring out your 
mystery. You contend that Christ is here proved 
to be a divine being, because the words Christ and 
•God are so circumstanced, that by the idiom of the 
greek language they must necessarily relate to one 
and the same person* Your argument is of such a 
kind that, doubtless, you would not have a tittle of 
the words ^ered for the world. • But all the argu- 
ments of the fathers produced by your correspond- 
ent, which are at all express, are grounded, either 
upon an alteration of the words, or are a deduction 
from the unity, of dominion. If Chrysostom, there- 
fore, in No. 1 1, be not against you, on which side 
certainly the probability lies, the piost that can be 
^id is that he is neutral, fqr assuredly he. decides 
jiothing in your favour. ' . 
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In No, ao, Theodore^ quot6$ the text also to 
prove the divmity of Jesus, without explaining la 
what w^y he applies it. And he places it hetweea 
two other texts, from the latter of which, viz, Luke 
lit II. he can only deduce the doctrine from tlie sup- 
posed dominion and sovereignty of lesus. ' From thp 
former, which is Tit. ii, 13, he may perhaps, though 
even that is not quite dear, mean to argue directly 
from the title or appellation of God^ given, as you 
and some others would have it, to Jesus. And thus 
It is perfectly doubtful how Theodoret understood 
the text, and consequently the passage is neutral. 

So much for your friend the compiler's nine cleai^ 
testimonies ! and for his second letter ; of which I 
shall now take my leave, I hope for ever, after ofah 
serving that some of those passages which he reck<»iis 
as indeterminate, make against you; as, for instance. 
No. 26, from John of Damascus. The compiler 
calls this passage obscure : but I see no obscurity in 
it. The writer clearly understands the text as speak- 
ing of two distinct persons. And the comment^ 
though taken from a miserable expositor, is the best 
and most christian explanation of PituFs words that 
is to be found in the compiler*^ farrago; for it 
makes him assert, that the kingdom. of Christ is the 
kingdom of God, or, in other words, a kingdom of 
moral righteousness,"*^ the privileges and blessings q£ 

* Hilarj) the deacon, also understands the kingdom of Go<I» 
to mean a kingdom of moral righteousness. '< Ad hoc enim re- 
^^ demit nos Deusy ut puram vitam sectantes, repleti operihus 
^^ bonis, xegni X)ei haeredes esse possimus/'— Hiu Diiic. as 
quoted by your correspondenti p. 100. . 

which 
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^hicn no one must expect to inherit by being i, 
mere believing christian ; which, ho doubt, is the 
drift of the apostle's reasoning. 

Were it the design of any writer studious of ac- 
curacy, to convey to a reader that meaning which 
you attribute to this text, and to convey it in such 
a way as you describe, viz. so that the words must 
be necessarily taken in your sense, and no other, he 
would have expressed hiniself thus : sv rv (ioctnXsioi tk 
xat p(jpifs xa* ^sa, ** in the kingdom of him (or of one) 
** who is both Christ and God." Or thus, sv rij Pa<rf 
Xux T8 xf^r^ ^f ^^* -^"^j ^s in 2 Cor. iv. 4. Luke ii. 1 1. 
Or thus, T8 xfira ral^n m S-ga, as in Heb. yii. 5. : 
though in this last mode some ambiguity would 
still continue j and it would not be altogether cer- 
tain whether the writer meaned to say that Christ 
was God, or only that the kingdom of the one wa^ 
tha^ of the other. " 

In the two former modes there would be no 
doubt of the writer's intention to call Christ God* 
But it would still remain to be determined in what 
sense he so called him, whether, metaphysically, oh 
account of his nature and essense, or only metapho- 
rically, on account of his virtues. And this question 
could only be settled by the context, and by the gene- 
ral tenor of the writer's sentiments and dbctrlneis. 
So far are your texts from proving the divinity of 
Jesus, even if we suppose them to be so worded as 
to leaVe no doubt whatever about their calling hiih 
God. 

Our eomnion version of this text, by referring the 
two nouns to different persons, avoids all the harsh- 

G - ness 
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ness and violertcc of your interpretation, and Is thcrc^ 
fore much preferable to ypurs:. though in what sense 
exactly the translators understood the words does 
not* appear from their naked and literal version. The 
true way of construing the passage^ however, I take 
to be this : — to supply by ellipsis before ^m all those 
words which precede XP*5"»> and to understand xaf 
exegetically. Then the rendering will be : '* In 
*' Chrisfs, that is, in GocTs kingdom** 

In this way of explaining the text, we see great 
reason for Paul's adding the words xat ^m^ which 
now appear to contain not a mere nugatory, out-of- 
the-way assertion, foreign to every thing that he was 
talking of; but an important explanation, closely 
and intimately connected with his subject, and car^ 
rying on what is the great object and design, not 
only of this, but of almost all his epistles. 

In our Saviour's life time, the nature of the Mes- 
siah's kingdom was grossly misunderstood by the 
Jews, who expected that their nation was to be raised 
to temporal power and dominion; and though, after 
his death, the Christians, in consequence of that 
event, and of the apostles' preaching, were soon 
pretty well undeceived as to any expectations of 
earthly grandeur, yet numbers of them, for a long 
while, continued to make the Messiah's kingdom so 
much of a worldly kingdom, as to contend bitterly 
with each other for pre-eminence, on the mere 
groimd of external worldly distinctions, and to agi- 
tate the question, whether the circumcision, o^ 
uncircumcision, were greatest in the kingdom of 
heaven. 

To 
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To counteract such notions, our Saviour de^^red 
that his kingdom was not of this worlds calling it, 
on all occasions, the kingdom of heaven and of God. 
And Paul, with the same views, labours, in all his 
epistles, to shew that it was not meat and drink, but 
righteousness and p^ace, and joy, in a holy i^irit or 
temper. (Rom. xiv. 17. and comp. Ephes* iv. 23.) 
Accordingly when he here (Ephes. v. 5.) mentions 
the'^kingdom of Christ, he adds, to guaf d agamst . 
the prevailing . error, that that kingdom was the 
kingdom of God. 

In this way the text is understood by most of the 
greek and latin fathers,^ as your correspondent's col- 
lections win shew you. I do not mean to say, 
that their suffrages give any great weight or autho- 
rity to the interpretation : for of all the expounders 
of scripture, your post-nicene father is, generally 
speaking, the most miserable."*^ But if your corres« 

 " The most leimed and mqiiisitive oto\Xr t>rotestaflt divinef, 
•* and even those who pay the greatest reverence to the 'charac^ 
** ters of the fathers, are forced to confess «.«..« that their in* 
** terprefations of the scripture are generally so UnAatural and 
^' extravs^gant that, instead of being the dictates of a divine in- 
** spiration, they seem to be the effects father of an unsound 
** mind and disordered reason/^-*»*Mii)i>LEtOK*s t^indicau ef hk 
Free Inquiry. Works y -p. 190. V«ol. ii. 8Vow edit. 

We have ^een a curious specimen of interpretation taken from 
the Works <tf TeituUian, (s^e above, note upon p»60.) which, 
however; doubtless, came from some post-nicene fadier. I wiU 
give yon another specimen from Basil the Great, He finds Jesus 
to be G^o^,. of the ianu /u&rtoir/ with the Father, because, y^ 
-verily, beeaw$e he says, (John kiv. 28.), " my Father is greater 

'** th«Ul I." .B)r4if $1 k4u. sH,tiiiui^ Jms' ^tviij t^' IfjMHa-t^^^fat r»» vtot rh 

fff»l§if J?j^wS«/ 'BjtwiTtvM* ^His argument is, that comparisons are 

C 2 always 



^ndent had paid more attention lo tMi circtim- 
stance, he would have understood more, and nnjisap^ 
|)lied less, of the rubbish he has raked together. 

We will now turn from this text, which has de- 
tained us too long already, and go' on to the rest^ 
which I hope we shall dispatch in less conapass* 

Kola rnv j^a^*v t« S-fa i^m^ 3c»*')tvpi» lfi(Fu^if9» 

Your version of these words is by no means sO 
obvious and natural as the established translation. 
In order to obtain it, you miist' transpose the' words 
yesus Christy and alsb either transpose the pronoun 
r/Awv, ais in your first rendering (p. 37), or tinder- 
Stand an ellipsis pf it after >cupi», ai^ in yeur second. 

always appropriated to things of the sanie kind ; thus one angdi 
is greater than another angeU otxe man moro just than another 
man, one bird swifter than another bird. Since, therefore, things 
mrhich are brought into compariscMl with each other, are always 

. iof tliie ^m^ iQXkdf and the.Fadier is here said to be con^rativehf 
grealier th^ thjs.son,, tlierefpre the son mus( be of the siune suh 
stance with the father* See Basil'^ Epist* adtCsssari&ises. Epist; 
Viii* vol* iii. p- .B4.. e$t. I^enediqt. In other editions it is epist* 
icxhu It is in the> ^ain^ epii^I^» p. 8i. £^ ejusd. edit, that he 
answei^s the cksti^^ GiirahAnh-bj coni^sung thai! he held God 
^ot to hQone in nufnier, but; ii| nature ovlj | » r^ «^4^«( 4AXa m 
ptmt. And he has some reasoning tQ justify this ^i^«ssertion» 
wluch however is. above my comprehension, r l^ie reader of this 
«pQcime;i will perhaps be inclined to thinks that the epithet of 
^reat has been very jo^iicioudy' janiiiexed to die name of . Bat^ilf 

. Jtecause, being an a4j^ctire> it ieav^A every one. at Ubecty to 
join whateter substantive to it be pleas^ssi For aitother speci- 
4&en of paternal logicp m^ what is <$aid o£ ABd>tQfier betovr^ note 
«&pa|;e.92t ',' 

But 



But ne accurate and exact. writeXj who meaned that 
either of these thintrs should be done, ^yould have 
^vea to the wprda "Jeim Christy or to the pronoun^ 
l^r present situations. . 

Upon this text,, the ideal painter tells you (p. 39)^ 
lie Ba§ * not one decisive passage' to produce} but 
no matter fpr that, he contrives Iq spread out a 
table with several dishes of what he calls ^ bare ex- 
^ trafts,' which it must be owned are bare and bar- 
sen enough*. He recommends them ' as philological 

* probabilities, which must he felt ^ but cannot be de* 

* scribed (p. 42). He is quite right. I dare say, if 
yoU' have ' waded through' all that he has set before 
yoy,;you have /^/A much more than you can di* 
scribe. ' - . - ^.  . ■^ 

He who mcanedi to deliver with a precision,, that 
^st be;at!t?iuied to,, the sense you give to this text, 
9ho)Ud h3v^ expressed himself thus.;, xalx ryiv ^gLfta 

Ijjcrg 'X^iS'^.r^ YijAm xat S'sa jca» xupia. . . ; 

Thp con^mpn version, which refers ^w apd xtjfte^ 
to different persons^.is unquestionably more obvious 
^nd e^sy than,your's. But there is one more obvi- 
ous still, which refers both nouns to the same per* 
son, viz. not to Jesus, but to the God of Jesus^ 
which ' I am persuaded is the true version o# the* 
text. It is this ; — " By the blessing of the God of usy 
^* and Lord of Jesus Christ.** 

I Tim. V. 21. 2 Tim. iv. i.' 

Here you wander from the plain . highway of in- 
terpretation, by transposing the proper name Jesus 

C i . Christ. 
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Christ. And besides this ' Kttle transposition,* your 
rendering of t« S-ts x«i wjfus by, ' /A^ God and lord^ 
without any thing else tofoUow it, sounds so harsh 
to your own ear, that you are forced to pretend 
that the article sometimes has the power of a pos- 
sessive proriouii, and to foist in, by wzy o£ accommih 
datiorij the word 6ur. 

The letter which the * feeling philologer' has ad- 
dressed to you upon this text, is chiefly occupied in 
attempting to. get rid of Chrysostom's comment 
upon the passage, who explains it of two persons, 
and who thus, by barely giving his opinion, that thei 
words may be so understood, ruins your whole 
theory of the article. I have already noticed the 
contents of this letter, (p. 57—60.) 

Had your meaning been intended, the expression, 
if the writer had been careful to word his ideas so 
that we must understand them in that seiise, should 

have been : ii/eoTrioy Itkth Xp^rs r^ }cxi ^m xai }cup(8. 

^ Our established version of this text is much better 
than your's : but I think the most obvious and the 
true rendering Is :— ^* Before the Cod and lord of 
^' Jesus Christ.'' 

• Tit pyd^Xv S-fs Hat crWIiipo? ri\t*^v luoTt yL^\^^. Tit. ii. ^3. 

In this text, ^foc is evidently a proper name. * In- 
deed the first and most obvious mode of under- 
standing ^£0? in the scriptures, is always to consider 
it as such, in whatever passage it occurs. It is only 
in consequence of some secondary and more remote 
considerations of connection, context, &c. that we 
can construe it as an appellative. But here the con- 
text 
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text pulls the other way ; for it is expressly and dis- 
tinctly pointed out to be a proper name, in this 
passage, by the nature of the adjective prefixed to 
it. Were we to understand it as an appellative, 
since appellatives are not particular, but general 
names, the first and obvious use and meaning of 
such an adjective, standing in such a connection, 
would be to particularise and modify the appellation, 
to restrain and limit its general sense to a more con- 
lined acceptation, and to distinguish, in point of 
greatness, the individual here described from other 
individuals to whom the same appellation may be 
given. The adjective, in this case, would denote a 
comparison between one god and another, and would 
indicate that the writer spoke of the great God, in 
opposition to smaller gods. And this sense of the 
words would so readily and naturally jwresent itself 
to every reader, upon the supposition of S-eo? being 
an appellative, or, as you term it, a noun of personal 
description, that every writer who had any preten- 
sions to accuracy, would certainly guard against it, 
either by a transposition of the words yesus Christy 
by interposing some word of separation between 
the adjective and the appellative, or by some other 
means, if he did not mean to be so understood. But 
no christian writer, who admits of no God but one, 
much less any writer of the New Testament, could 
ever have such a meaning. The word S^co?, there- 
fore, in this passage, cannot be an appellative, but 
must be used in its primary sense of a proper name : 
^nd then o ^iyoi,<; S-jo^ will naturally mean, the great 
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i^ing Godj GoH who is great y just as we say in engUsh^, 
the mighty Godj meaning thereby, God Almighty. 
This observation would have a considerable eflfect 

4 

upon the application of your rule to the words we 
are considering : but I shall not stop to notice it, 
because I look upon myself as having done with 
both rule and limitations, and therefore go on with 
my remarks on the text. 

It appears then, from what has been said, that the 
text contains two proper names, God and jeius* 
!l^ch of these is attended by its appropriate descrip* 
tion. To the one is prefixed the epithet of greats or 
mighty ; and to the other is prefixed, in like manner 
and situation, the corresponding epithet of our sa^ 
viour. The sentence, therefore, naturally and obvi^. 
ouslyy divides itself into two parts ; and the structure^ 
of it plainly points out two distinct and separate, 
beings. 

But this is jiot all that forbids your interpretation, 
and convicts it of being far-fetched and unnaturaL 
For if, according to your mode of construing, the. 
two nouns S^fo? and <rcoh^ be understood as descrip- 
tive appellations of one and the same person, then, 
as I have shewn you, when I investigated the nature 
of your general form for such expressions, the ar- 
ticle which precedes the first noun must be supplied 
by ellipsis before the second. But the idiom of the 
language, if we would follow the natural and ob- 
vious construction, requires, that when we bring 
forward the article from the first noun to the second, 
we should also bring forward whatever intervenes 

between 
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between that article an4 the first nouih th^t 1$^ ii\ 
this case, the adjective greaU But that adjective is. 
altogether inapplicable to the second noun. Saviour^ 
and cannot be construed with it* Nay, the word 
saviour is never found throughout the New Testa* 
ment accompanied with any adjective whatever. 
These two nouns, therefore, God and saviour^ ara 
not here intended to be descriptions of one and the 
same being. 

The position of infj^uv also militates against your in? 
terpretation* For though it way^ in $uch a situation, 
be construed with both, and often is so constri^edj^ 
yet the most obvious and natural construction is to 
restrict and confine it to the noun to which it is 
immediately annexed, unless something Coi'bids, oc 

r 

points out a diflferent construction. And her^ ther^ 
IS nothing to forbid, but your fancifuj,^ unfomjded 
jtheory of the article. 

The order of the wordp is likewise against yo)ir 
interpret^on* For if the t^o nouns werQ bath, in^ 
tended to dei^ribe the greatness of Jesus's person, 
it is natural to suppose the writer would rise in his 
description ; but here, on the contrary, he sinks. It 
is an anti-climax. There is also an ocJLd- mixture o{ 
a metaphysical description, Gm/, with one that i» 
moral, saviour. 

Many other objections may be urged against your 
explanation of this text, such as, that the words 
IMiyocg 3"i05, and other similar epithets and high titles 
of God are peculiarly characteristic of the. God and 
fetber of Jesus, and are applied to him only, in the 
uniform language both of the. sacred, and of the 

early 
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tzvly ecclesilstical writers also, &c. &c. But for 
these objeftions I shall content myself with referring 
you to darkens Reply to Nelson, p. 85 — 89.* 

Upon this text the compiler fears (p. 105), that 
he has accumulated authorities ^ even to weariness :' 
an apprehension which, if you have attempted to 
follow him, stepl by step, you, I doubt not, have 
proved to be extremely well founded. He himself, 
in his character of a feeling philologer, professes to 
be, as he well might be, tired of amassing so much. 
He might have added, to so little purpose : for 
though in his ideal painting, all his authorities arc 
decidedly for your interpretation, more than . one 
half of them are, at least, neutral ; if some o£ 
them be not direcUy against you. For proof of this 
assertion, I refer you to Nos. 1 — 6. 8 — 13. 19 — 2i« 
^3. 125. 2 J— 30. 40. 42, 43. 45—49- si»d 53.t 

* Erasmus, whose note is transcribed by your correspondent, 
delivers bis sentiments upon this text with great cMidour and 
fairness* He is so far from contending, as you do, that it 
must be understood to speak of Jesus as God» that he says :«- 
Negari non potest quin sermo grscus sit ambiguus, plane an- 
ceps, imo magis pro Arianis facere videatur quam pro nobis ; 
though, as he observes, it has been produced by the fathers 
trith great exultation against these im^ous heretics. He noticed 
the omission of the article before the second npun, but seems to 
think it of little consequence. Quanquam omissus articulus facit 
^onnWtl pro diversa sententia. Evidentius distinxisset personas, si 
dixisset Kxt rs (riJlnfosf which I suppose every body will allow. 

f Of one of the passages in this fifth letter of your correspon- 
dent, viz#' No. 52, your editor, Mr. Burgess, has given a trans- 
lation in page 53 of your Remarks j but he has wrongly trans- 
lated die 'latter part of it. He rend^s ro h f*iytxs nri ^ta Xtytr*' 
hj, He it called great God, as if Theoph}rlact was still speaking 

 of 
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Of ih^isCy Nos. 1 1 and 1 2 seem to understand the 
text as speaking of two persons. And Nos. 47 and 
48 have accommodated PauPs words by a * little trans- 
* position' of the p toper n^xne Jesus Christ, in order 
to make the text speak of one person, which no 
writer would do, who held that the words, as they 
stand, must necessarily relate to one and the same 
person only. These, therefore, are against you. 

The extracts, Nos. 3 — 5, seem to be interpolated, 
as some of the expressions are not compatible with 
Athanasius's tenets and doctrine. In No. 30 also, 
the words from rt kv • • • • • • down to an vAvluiv S^io^, 

in which clause the text is contained, are evidently 
an interpolation, crept in from the marginal note of 
some commentator, as they interrupt and confuse 
Chrysostom's argument, which goes on very smooth- 
ly without them ; and without any need of the com* 
piler's point of interrogation^ These passages there- 
fore, like the rest, are quite neutral. 

I will not go into an examination of any of them, 
as you .must be sufficiently tired of them already, 
and as I have before pointed out enough of your 
correspondent's misapplication of his authorities, 
in his former letters. Indeed, if I had not, the la- 
bour would be a work of supererogation ; because, 
if all the rubbish which he has scraped up, from one 

of Jesus ; whereas he here ceases to speak of Jesusi and talks of 
the general application of the epithet ^reat to the word God* 
"TTie t^xthet great is given to God not," &c. — and that this 15 
the sense, appears not only from the words themselves, but from 
, a comparison of this with another passage of thfe same writtr, 
and also with one of Oecumenius, and another of Chrysostom. 
S^e N05. 51, 50, and 31, of your correspondent's coUeftion. 

end 



cod of his book t;Q the other, wexe ever aa wdi ap- 
jficid^ eveJC so decisive, for your scjp^^ of thp worfis^ 
yet all hi$. authorities together, if they wer^ twk^ 
2^ tfi^ny as they are, would be insufficient tp^ prove 
that a sjaagle tep^t even may faiirly, legi^timately, an4 
Batu^raJIy, much less that it /tii^/ necessarily, beai? 
the inteirpijetation which those sons of passion and» 
prejudice^ of interest and ignorance, the fathers <^ 
christiiasUy, by law establuhed^ have put upon it.. 

What your correspondent says (p» 19), of Am* 
brose,* a^^d sme others of the antient fathers,, h^ 

* You will, perhaps, think it ratlier hard, that Ambrose 

should be singled, out to bear the blame of the whdie cre^^ 

vhen I. tell, ypu that he has done more for you and yonr cafuse* 

than all the rest of them put together. What you and youi; 

correspondent have laboured so hard to Jo by cpnjundlion and 

article, he will shew you how to do by conjundtion alone. By 

▼inueo£th& mysteries, contained in this important ^rt ofspeechi 

bd c^iijPriP^Q Qodrand JesUs tpbe the samc.bjeingyiTom (beayen 

defend us ! is it possit^le I or is it. altogether a .delusion of thtt 

eyesight, when we behold him proving it from ?) John xviu 3. 

** that they might know thee the only true God and Jesus Christt 

^ whom thou hast sent ;'* where, says this prince of logicians^ 

tbe evangelist) by the conjiuidlion, patrem utique copulavit el 

fiiiHip, ut Christum veruxpr.d^m a majestate patris nemo.sp* 

ceniat* Kunquam enim conjtm^io separate Ambrosiu^ de Hde; 

lib. V. cap. i. vol. ii. p. 554!, edit. Benedi<5t.. Were any one to 

objedl that this rule would prove " the Lord and Samuel" 

(1 Sam. xii. 18.), to be the same persons, the Saint, to be sure, 

would stand in need of one of your iimiiauons, to exclude proper 

Bames« But then, on the other hand, he can, if he chooses, 

proves " th^ Lord and- the King" (1 Chron. xxix. 20.), to be 

one and the same, which is more than you can do, unless you 

have recourse to the bungling exceptipn to your sixth rule 

(p. I4f)t because these is an ugly repetition of the deEntte ar* 

tide before: the second nouiu 

I tliink. 



in%y skj of ^// t!ie later fetKers ind $cli6olniett, that 
they ate not Very * scrupulous about the souiidries$ 
* of their argument/ provided it be spedous, suit- 
able to their purpose, and the conclusion orthodox; 
and that they wiU boldly convert a passage to their 
^vu:itage, even where they may not be ignorant 
that it will harcfly adtnlt of their interpretatiotu 
Even Jerome, who was one of the most learned <jf 
tliem, and whom the compiler considers as being 
^ himself an host' (p. 24), would not scruple la 
violate all grammar, and to write what he avowed 
to be barbarons and corrupt, in order to support 
tlie divinity of Jesus«* And there is little doubt, 

I thinky Sir, that you and Ambrose mtist have a coaHtlon. 
His xniist be the rule, and your's the limitation. He boasts 
that by his device he has slain the Sabellians, and thrust ont the 
Jews ; and you seem to have no doubt of silencing the Sod* 
niansy and sending the Mahometans to the bottomless pit* bj 
jrour^s. If yon coalesce, neither heretic nor in&ddi can stand 
before you* That you may know what a charming ally you 
Vrill have, do but hear how clearly he explains the mystery of 
three persons in one nature, when he, or somebody for him^ m 
the treatise De dignitate conditionis humanss {p. 612 of the 
Appendix to vol. ii. of Benedi<5ine edit, of his works), tells yoa 
that the second and third persons are from the first, ex iftc stat^ 
quia non a tt ; et m Ipso quia non teparatu ; et tpsumipsa quod ipse; tA 
ipsum ipse quo J ipsa ; et non ipsum ipsa qui ipse ; et non ipsa ipse qnm 
Ipsa : which Bishop BuH pronounces to be br^U et arguta eraiio I 
(Defens. Fid. Nicaenae, p. 289. fol. 1703.) 

* In his explanation of the 45th P&alm, addressed to the vir- 
gin Prlncipia, he contends, that the first of the terms God in 
these word^ ; ** God, thy God, hath anointed theeV' verse 7th, 
k applied, by the Writer, to Jesus in the vocative case, and there- 
fore, says he, nos propter intelligentiam Dee posmrxms, quod 
titdaa Ungual* uon recipit: ne quis perverse putet'deum dile^^ 
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that such as would write barbarpudy^ would read i 
and construe in the same way for the same purpose* 

et amantissimi, et regis, bis patrem nominari. Hieronymi Open 
vol. ii. p. 687. edit. Benedidb. 

The language of Gregory Nazianzen, who is reputed an cle* 
gant writer, seems to me to savour more of the barbarism of the 
theologue than of classical purity, when he prays to the trinity 
to make the holy ghott a god imme^Uatelyy if be be not one already^ 
for otherwise he apprehends that his precious soul would be in 
danger ; since the holy ghost, if not a god, could not com- 
municate that divine influence and salring grace, which he had 
been taught to exped, and trusted he was to receive at his bap* 

• •• ti fbi9 ^tos r* vysvfUB to 'ceytQv^ ^umrtif Tffojiov, xat htm ^ttirtif fU m 
S/MTifioy. Orat. xziv, page 429. C. vol. L edit. 1609* And he 
uses the same verb in other places. The barbarisms of ^tos X0700 
^avBpuirosy ^ios fx %», 8cc. abound in all the later fathers. And 
are chese, then, the men who would be backward to strain an 
ambiguous text of scripture, in order to make it bear testimony 
to their beloved systems ? 

I have quoted Gregory's words for the langUage. But I 
hope you will not overlook the sentiment and the argument, 
which are curiosities not easily to be matched. It is evident, 
however, from his mode of talking here, and also in his 37th 
oration, which is expressly upon the holy spirit, that the divinity 
oftbis third of the trinity, was at that time a novel dodlrine. It 
is well observed by Taylor, that " the holy ghost was so little 
** considered at the time of the council of Nice, that some fa- 
** thers of that assembly would have made no difficulty to give 
** the superiority or precedence to the virgin Mary, in making 
<* her the third person of the trinity." (Ben Mordecai's Apo- 
logy, vol. i. p. 191. 8vo. 1784.) He adds, as a further proof 
of this, that " the objeftion made to the orthodox was for a long 
^ while, not that they worshipped three, but only two Gods,** 
(page 192.) And this accords with what we find in the sanie 
S7th Orat* of Gregory, page 600, about the ditbeists and trl^ 
ibehttf or, as I think it sounds more melodiously in the latiak 
derivation, t|ie iideites and trldettes. 
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But your correspondent, at the end of his greek 
authorities, the long procession of which is termi- 
nated by persons of no less consequence and re* 
spectability, than Euthymius Zigabenus the monk, 
armed cap-a-pce in his panoply against all heresies, 
and the renowned Balthasar Corderius, the Jesuit, 
tells us, that your interpretation of ' this important 

* text, the exegetk history and fortunes of which, he 

* has traced through a period of nearly a thousand 

* years, was the only one ever preached in adl the 

* ancient churches,' (p. 89, 90. 97.) 

But here he forgets his own quotations, from 
»ome of which, as for instance, from Chrysostom's 
words, in page 80, it evidently appears, that the 
opposite interpretation had its advocates. And, as 
if he had now persuaded himself that the ideal pic- 
ture he formerly gave us, were a real representation 
of fads, he also forgets that we know nothing of 
what was preached, but by what we can gather from 
th^ works which time, as he says (p. 121), and lie 
might have added, the rage of orthodoxy, has 
spared. He forgets how much more careful and 
solicitous his. heroes were, to shew their zeal than 
their charity, by calling down fire, from heaven 
shall I say ? nay, rather by calling it up from hell, 
that they might vent their fury, first upon the 
books, and next upon the bodies, of such as vcn- 
tured to preach an interpretation different from that 
which their wisdom j(a wisdom of quite another 
cast than that which cometh from above), thought 
^t to recommend to awefiil admiration, undisturbed 
by impertinent inquiry. 

To 
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T6 his gifeek autlioHtids for yatt ihtet^pretation^ 
your friettd has anneied a tdj)ibtts catalogue of htin 
wbrthies (pp. 91, 92). Having tired himself with 
the former^ he does not seem to expect that you 
should wade through all that he has referred to iii 
the latter. But I hope his " ample page, rich with 
^* the spoils of time/' will not fail to inspire you 
with the profoundest reverence for his inmiense 
learning and unbounded researches, when you read 
the venerable names of Lucifer Calaritafius, of Ida- 
cius Clarus alias VigiUus Tapsensis, of Anastasius 
Apocrisiarius, of the Concilium, not Forojuliense 
only, but Francofordiense also, of Peter Lombard, 
master of the sentences, and of the angeBc doctor 
Thomas Aquinas, and of many more, some with, 
md some without an alias to thcif names ! — ^But to 
return to the text. 

Were it the intention of a writer to say unequi- 
vocally what you would make Pa'ul sly in these 
^oifds,' and to deliver his meaning so that it could 
not bt mistake!n, he should express himself thus : 

The common version, therefor e,- of this teit is 
certainly the true one»* 

* Most expositors understand this text, as speakini^ of otir 
Saviour's coming to judge the world. If that be its meaning, 
then certainly tlie nfi^atnw ry^s Jo|w, the appearing of the glory 
of the great GoJf can mean no other thUii' thaV ^/orj^ of hhfaiher, 
ia which we are told (Matt. xvi. 27. Mark viH. 38.), the son biF 
snan jhall come. . , . 

Wetstein observes, that both the article and th^ epithet shew 
that two persons are spoken of in Titus ii. 13 ; and that the 
same thing appears also from the n^xt verse, as it is the usage 

of 



C 97 3 
Tour learned editor, Mr. Burgess, has inserted in 
a note (p. 23) what he calls * some very solid rea- 
* sons/ from Dr. Whitby, for understanding this 
text as you do. But I must inform you that, solid 
as he thinks these reasons. Dr. Whitby himself did 
not think them so. For he inserts this text in the 
second part of his " Last Thoughts" among those 
*• passages of scripture which seem to have beeA 
** misunderstood by most modern expositors, and 
** sometimes also by himself J* And he says of it 
(p. 85), " that the great Godj in Tit. ii. 13. signifies 
** God the Father, is fully proved by Dr. Clarke^ in 
** his comment upon that text.'** 

of Scripture to distinguish between the XvrfJlfis and GoJ who 
sends him, as in A&s vii. 35. 1 John iv. H ; and that it no 
where talks of Go^ giving himself for us. He adds, that Hilary, 
Erasmus, and Grotius, understand the words great God^ of the 
God of Jesus. And here your friend the compiler is very angry 
with him, for producing these three authorities in his favour, 
without taking the least notice of that load of interpretation 
against him, which the compiler himself has accumulated from 
fathers and schoolmen ; as if such testimony were of any value, 
(I was going to say weight} but I fancy we have all felt the 
weight of it by this time,) against the sentiments of such men 
as Erasmus and Grotius, either of whom are worth a hundred 
of your Thomas Aquinases, Peter Lombards, and the rest of 
that " sordidum scriptorum genus, Sententiariorum, Summula- 
•* riorum, Fasciculariorum, Speculariorum, et 6 Deum immor- 
** talem, quorum vel recordatio nauseam moveat generosis ac 
** benenatis ingeniis." — Erasmus's Pref, to his Notes on Jerome* s 
Catalogue of Ecclesiast, Writers. 

* Dr. Whitby, in consequence of longer study, and more 
pareful inquiry into the meaning of scripture, changed some of 
his ppinions materially. As Archbishop Newcome has well ob- 
served (Appendix to his Translation of the New, Testament), 

H these 
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2 Pet. i. ir 
In this text the position of the pronoun nfj^tau shews- 
your version to be a forced translation. The situa- 
tion in which it here stands is not its natural place, 
if the writer had intended to compel the reader to 
understs^nd his words in your sense* You maintsun 
that all your texts are so strictly worded, that they 
cannot bear any other meaning than that which you 
have given them. But no author, wishing for thi* 
strictness, ' and knowing how to obtain it, would 
have placed -ni^m after 3£», if he had meaned either 
that it was to be understood by ellipsis after (rwlnpo?, 
pr that it was to be transposed so as to follow <r«Irjpor 
in construction. And pne or other of these modes 
you must adopt before yQu can make out your ver« 
sion. 

If you follow the reading of those editions whicfe 
repeat tJ^wi/ after (rwlnpo; , your version will not do j 
because such repetition points out the diversity of 
persons much more distinctly than any repetition 
of the article before o-^fn/w? would do in the way you. 

these " Last Thoughts,*' published by the DoAor*s express or- 
der,, and concamiiig corredions of several passages in his ^ Conv*. 
••- mentary on the New Testament,*' should be inserted in the 
next edition of that work. Your editor, Mr. Burgess, refers to* 
that •* Comnnentary" in sixp^>ort of the Athanasian doctrine of 
the trinity ; but in his « Last Thoughts,** the Do6kor, after in- 
quiring particularly into the' subjeft, says : •* Injmey this doSrine 
•^ seenu to burlesque the holy scriptures^ or ta give them an uncouth and 
•* absurd sense, from the beginning of the gospel^ to the end of tbc^ 
**> epistles^^ (p. 51.) And this he confirms by sele&ing several 
instances. 

mention 



C 99 3 
mention in your sixth rule. This you are so well 
aware of, as appears plainly from what you say in 
page 1 9, that you are forced to contend for a trails-^ 
position of the proper name Jesus Christ. And in 
this transposition we have another accommodation that 
convicts your version of being forced and unnatural. 

If ii/Awy were to be omitted after ^«8, and were to 
be found only after <nalt^ot;j the reading would be- 
something more in your favour. But even thus it 
would not quite do for you, because the Jirst and* 
rtiost natural way of construing would be to confinA* 
it to the noun to which it was immediately subjoin-* 
ed ^ as I have before observed in my remarks up6n 
Tit. ii. 13, to which I refer you. 

You tell us (p. 45), that WiclifF, Coverdale, Mat- 
thew, Cranmer, the translators of the bishops', of 
the geneva, and of the rhemish bibles, Doddridge, 
Wesley, Scattergood, and Purver, all translate this 
text as you do, which you say is ' altogether a noble 

* testimony of both ancient and modern times against 

* the Socinian impiety.' Now even Wicliff, by much 
the oldest of these translators, has no pretensions 
whatever to antiquity, as far as respects any thing 
of this sort : for he was not born till tlie fourteenth 
century, when corruption was completely established 
over the whole christian world. He lived in those' 
latter fwies when men, giving heed to seduciiig spi^ 
rits, atid doctrines of devils, had universally departed 
from the faith, (i Tim. iv. i.) . And as to modern 
timies, all that your observation holds up to view is 
this, that those whom James I. employed to make 
his version, kneW more about greek than you,' or 
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any of the above Mentioned translators. What there 
is noble in such a testimony, I am at a loss to disco- 
ver. It is dear, however, that our present transla- 
tors rejected that rendering which you have adopted, 
from their being persuaded that il was not the true 
sense of the original. For we knpw that they were 
ordered to cojisult the former translations, and that 
they did, as they have told us in their very title- 
piage, diligently compare and revise them ; and more- 
over, that they were extremdy well affected towards 
the doctrine of our Saviour's divinity, and zealous, 
to introduce it upon all occasions where they thought 
there was the least authority or countenance for it 
in the original. 

On this text the compiler has only one reference 
to produce, and of that all he can say is : * I wish 
* that it afforded us something more determinate.* 

The strict and proper way of expressing the sense 
you would give to Peter's words, so as to have them 
inevitably thus understood^ is this : ty ^(xaio^-ui^ Ino-a; 

From what has been said it appears, that our 
comnion version is much better, more easy, and 
more natural than yours* But there is a better and. 
more obvious still;, which I take to be the true one* 
which is, literally, this : " in th^ righteousness of the 
•f God ofus^ and Saviour of Jesus Christ^** 



Jude 4. 

In this your last text we have 3^£0f without the ar- 
ticle. The first and most obvious acceptation in 

which 
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which the word presents itself, i« that of a proper 
name. And there is nothing to prevent us from 
taking it in that its primary sense. (See what Ihave 
said upon Tit. ii. 13.) The sentence, therefore, con- 
tains two proper names, of which the first Biov is at- 
tended by a descriptive substantive isa-irolriVj vnih its 
epithet, and the second Ino-gy, in like manner by a 
descriptive substantive xuptoi', with its epithet. How 
can a sentence more naturally and obviously divide it- 
self into two parts, or more clearly and distinctly 
point out, by its structure, two different persons ? 

You, however, choose to understand the three 
nouns iifrirolnvy Srtovj and xvpiov, which are of very dif- 
ferent kinds, as if they were aU of the same kind* 
And you make each a personal description of the 
proper name Ivkthv : and then you supply by ellipsis, 
after each of the two first, the pronoun n'jtAWk, which 
is annexed to the last only, and which, by that situ- 
.jation, should naturally^ unless something urges to 
the contrary, be joined in construction with that 
last alone^ (See what I have before said upon the 
similar situation of lijtxcok, in Tit. ii. 1 3.) 

This mode of construing the text is just as natu- 
ral as if,;in the following passage, T\)'x,^^o^ ^ ocyAin^og 

disK^oq x»i iriroq iia^ycovog (Ephes. Vl. 2 1 •), yOU Were tO 

understand the three nouns of different kinds ayaTrn- 
lo?, Q(.hx<pQq^ and itiTot;^ as being all of the same kind, 
viz, as so many personal descriptions of the proper 
Xiame Tychichus^ and then were to supply by ellipsis, 
after each of the two first, the word SioLyiovoq^ which 
is annexed to the last only ; and thus to consider 
P^ul as calling Tychichus a beloved minister^ a brother 

H3 minister. 
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minister J and z faithful minis fen Nay, it is little better 
than it would be in the Alexandrian reading of 
I John V. i2o* ocX'n^Dfog S'io^. xdsi l^m onuv^og^ to make 
thjg three first nouns of the same kind, and by the 
help of an ellipsis, to join xi(avi9i in construction to 
every one of them. 

Upon this text the compiler furnishes only two 
greek comments in your favour ; and of these the 
first is not without ambiguity. But if he could fur- 
v\^ti two hundred, all - clearly explaining the words 
as you do, such partial testimony, for the reasons I 
bav^ befpre given, would have.no influence to per- 
suade a fair and proper judge of these things that 
youy interpretation is the true one. 

To eitpress that interpretation accurately, in a way 
that the reader must necessarily so understand the 
words, the text should have stood thus • xaiUtrny Xp*- 

The common established version of the words, 
therefore, is the true version. 

For the benefit of your editor, Mr. Burgess, I 
must observe, that Dr. Whitby understands thi^ text 
of two persons ; and in his " Last Thoughts," page 
58, produces it, among several others, for the pur- 
pose of shewing that, " it is the highest absurdity to 
" say that the father and the §on have both one and 
" the same numerical essence, that being in effect to 
*^ make Jude say in this text, denying the only lord 
*' God, and the same only lord God." (pages s$j 
and 58.) 

Wetstein ako, in his Greek Testament, has a long 
note upon this passage, which is weU. worth your 

reading. 
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Teadhig* He says your interpretation is^ valde m> 
firma, cum articulus non referatur ad voces ^$ov Kai 
Kv^wy sed ad vocetn innrilfiu And of the whole pas» 
^ge he says : De duabus distinctis personis intelli^ 
potest, &, si juxta analogiam scripturae & aliorum 
scriptorum interpretari volumus, inteUigi debet. Nsoil 
scriptura Deum patrem millies S^icv vocat, Christum 
bis vel ter.*' He then observes, as others had dooo 

* Dr. Clarke, who lias ver^ carefully coUedled all the texts 
which have been alledged to support every part of the doctrine 
of the trinity, reckons up thirteen passages of scripture, in which 
it has been said, that the title of G»ii is giveti to Jesus. Bat I 
think there is not more than one out of the whole, in which that 
appellation appears *o be fairly and fully, not in the way of in- 
ference, but diredlly, given to Jesus. I am not now speaking of 
the sense in which that term is applied to him, but of its beiiig 
applied to him at all, in any sense, or way, whatsoever. It i^ 
never applied to him metaphysically, to describe his nature and 
-essence : for the sacred writers had no more idea, in any part 
of their writings, of saying any thing about the nature of Jesus^ 
than they had of saying any thing about their own natures. But, 
«ven in a metaphorical sense, -the title of Gad is, I think, not 
given to Jesus in the scriptures more than once. It is given 
oftener, and with more solemnity, to Moses. See £xod. iv. 16. 
Tii. 1. and Deut. xxix. 6. Your editor, Mr. Burgess^ in his 
table from Dr. Wlutby, has inserted one or two texts not enu- 
jffierated m Dr. Clarke's thirteen, as instances of this title being 
given to- Jesus. Bst they are merely inferences y not direct appro^ 
priations of the appellation. And of inferences and deduetioni 
«here is no end. The learned Postellus inferred, that there were 
If, GOO proofs of the trinity tn the Old Testament alone, whejgi 
interpreted as it ought to be, etymologicQ-mysticth-cahaUistically* 

Your learned editor is rather apt to give a loose to hisfanep 
i wish he would make more u«e of* his judgment. He ^^^^uldnot 
then, perhaps, flourish away quite 60 mueh, with his * plain 

H 4? * arguments,* 
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before him, and among them Dr. Whitby^ (on 2 Pet. 
ii. I.),* that <J^85-7roIt)f is a term which the scriptures 
apply not to Christ, but to his Father ; and that fAoyo^ 
joined to other epithets, is appropriated xaT tgo^^i', to 
the God of Jesus, not only by the scriptures, but by 
Josephus and Qther writers. These assertions he 
confirms by several examples, and concludes with 
cfcserving that, in your way of construing the words, 
there would be a woful anticlimax, or rather, up- 
and^dawn^ shall I call it ? Denique cum usus loquendi 
discrimen faciat inter Sanroiviv, ^sov et y.vpm^ idem usus 
videtur requirere, ubi tria ista nomina in unum 

* arguments,* * decisive applications,' and * ample confirma- 

* tions,* nor talk quite so confidently of the perJlS establishment 

* of the divinity of Christ' by your rule, in a way that ' no im- 

* partial reader can doubt, who is at ail acquainted with the original 

* language of the New Testament** 

Those readers who feel disposed to give Mr. Burgess so much 
credit for his greek literature, as to take his ipse dixit ^ about the 
original language of the New Testament, upon trust, will do 
well tp recollect the judicious observation of the celebra,ted Sel- 
den, in hi? Table-talk : — that ** ^No man is the wiser for his 
" leaming." 

 " The comnjent of the learned Dr. Whitby upon this place 
** [of St. Peter] is very remarkable," says Dr. Clarke, who 
himself has many good observations on the passage of Jude, 
which we are considering. He ha§ well remarked, that the 
words God and Jesus Christ ii} this text, are amply illustrated, 
and decisively fixed in their meaning, by the words father and 
ton^ to which they exa(flly correspond, in the parallel place of 
J John ii. 22 and 23. He also confirms the common version of 
the text, by appealing to Clemens Romanus, Athanasius, and 
SasiL See his Scripture Doctpne, N9, 411, s^nd.hi^^ Reply to 
Ndson, p. 109, &c. 

eundemque 
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eundemque conferuntur, ut, quod praecipuum est, 
ponatur ultimo loco, quod medium medio. Scrip- 
sisset ergo Judas, si hoc voluisset, rov xvfuoyy xai povov 
Jfo-TToItiv, xaj ^tevi quod etiam Complutenses cditores 
sensisse videntur. 

Abp. Newcome, the last translator of the New 
Testament into english, adopts thit reading which 
omits the word ^bov in this text, and then rendeiB 
the passage : " denying the only Sovereign, and our 
** Lord Jesus Christ." In all the rest of the fore- 
going texts, he adheres to the common authorised 
version. 
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LETTER V. 



Ostendant nobis Patrum patroni unicam.ScriptUrx pericopeziy 
quasy alias obscura cum esset, ab iis sitlucem mutuata. 

Whitby, Dissertat. de Scriptur. InterpretaU 

Ut silvae foliis pronos mutantur in annos, 
Prima cadunt ; ita verbonim vetus intent setas. 

HoR. Art. Poet. 60. 

Undique coUatis membris, 



untis et alter 



Assuitur pannus. 



SIR, 



Ibid. 3 et 15. 



TO your mistranslated texts, all of which I have 
examined in the preceding letter, your corre- 
spondent has added one of his own. Having hi- 
therto toiled, though with little success, to confirm 
your sentiments, he now takes upon him to contro- 
vert one of your rules, and your interpretation of a 
passage xiependent upon it. 

The form of expression laxeoCo? S^sa tlou xupjs Iii(ra 
Xpjfs isXog (James i. i.), which you affirm (page 12) 
to be regularly descriptive of two persons,* the 
compiler considers as being in itself ambiguous, and 
such as may be used indiscriminately of either one 
or two : though he thinks that James, in this par- 

* I observe, however, that by an erratum^ page 80, you, or 
your editor, would cancel this text from your rule : whetlier in 
consequence o£ what the compiler has said, or from any other 
motive, you^know best* 

- ticular 
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Hollar place, using it of one pcrsosu Qnly^jMcans to 
call Jesus God as well as hrd* 

To persuade us of this, he goes to work in his old 
way of quotation from the fathers ; as if they, truly, 
were the best sources of interpretation.* I say of 
Interpretation, because it is evident he does not now 
appeal to them merely as being the best judges of 
their own language : for he allows that the form of 
words is here ambiguous ; and indeed it appears to 
be so from the fathers themselves, some of them, 
with C-yriljt understanding it of one person, while 
others, with Oecumenius, understand it of two. 
And here we see the use which your correspondent 
would make of his fathers ; they are to be our ex- 
pounders of scripture ! 

I agree, however, with your friend in thinking 
that James in this text meaned to call himself the 

~* In his title-page he calls them 'the best authors ; buty as a 
body, they are the very worst he could pick out of the whole 
republic of letters, not only for general use, but for that parti- 
cular purpose to which he has applied them. However, when 
he calls them the best, he has had the modesty, not to say so in 
his own words and language ; but has wrapt it up decently in a 
little bit of Cicctronian latin. 

f From this passage of Cyril (No. 4, p, 118), we see some- 
thing of the confidence with which a true son of the church speaks 
of his own explanation of a text confessedly ambiguous. And 
consequently we see what stress is to be laid upon the argument 
on which your correspotident grounds his whole book, viz. that 
because a mob of such gentlemen, in support of what Mn Locke 
(Essay on Understand, b. iv. c. Ui. J. 20.), admirably call^ 
 ** the well-endowed opinions in fashion," unite in explaining 
certain texts in one particular way, therefore there can be nothing 
kmbiguous in the meaning of them*. 

servant 



[ 103 3 

servant of one person only. But I take that persoft 
to be, not Jesus Christ, but the God and father, of 
Jesiis -Christ. My reasons for thus understanding 
the- text are as follows. 

The most obvious way of explaining S-as without 
the article, is to consider it as a proper name. And 
hence I think xa* is not here used in the sense of 
and ; for if it were, the other proper name Jesus 
Christ J would either have the article prefixed to its 
descriptive epithet xupia, just as in english we should 
say (a;5 indeed our translators have actually said in 
their version of this passage ; whether by so doing 
they have made that version quite accurate and 
exact is another question) " God and the lord Jesus 
*' Christ," not Qod and lord Jesus Christ ;** or else 
that epithet would be altogether omitted. I there- 
fore take Koci to be exegetical. In which case it may 
be rendered by even, by who is, &c. or it may be 
omitted in the translation. James's meaning then 
seems to be this : " James, a servant of God, who is 
*^ lord of Jesus Christ J"^ 

Paul, in the addresses prefixed to his epistles, frcr 
quently reminds those to whom he writes, that God 
was lord of Jesus Christ. And it was quite in point, 
and much to the purpose, which both he and James 
aimed at, and laboured in the body of their epistles, 
to do SQ. It was an observation pf. like import tq 
that explained before, when Paul tells the Ephesians 
(vi 5.) that the kingdom of Christ was the kingdom 
of God. It was remindinsr ' their readers that the 
great object of Jesys was the will of God, and goodr 
ness J and not the inventions of men, displayed ii\ 

ritea 
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tites and (Ceremonies, and worldly distinctions o£ 
sects and parties, and in learned controversies in at- 
tack or defence of them. And the inference was, 
that their readers should lay aside their disputes 
about such things, and, instead of valuing them- 
selves, or despising their opponents, for bdng Jewish 
or gentile believers, should, on all sides, shew them- 
selves the true disciples of Jesus, by following his ex- 
ample in serving God, and cordially embracing the 
good of all parties, in the unity of the spirit and the 
bond of peace. A point which it is the main busi- 
ness of all the epistles of the New Testament, both 
general and particular, to recommend, enforce, and 
explain at large. 

Your correspondent, having now exhausted all 
his rich treasures of interpretation, both such as are 
for you and such as are not against you, latin as well 
as greek, spurious as well as genuine, closes his work 
with no less than ten pages (pages 1 22-1 31) of what 
he calls ' forms of expression closely resembling* that 
contained in your mistranslated texts ; that is, with 
instances, still taken from his beloved fathers, of 
nouns, articles, and conjunctions, circumstanced ac- 
cording to the description given in your rule : all of 
which, })e contends, are used in that sense which, 
you affirm such forms must necessarily bear, and are 
therefore so many confirmations of your theory. 

But here again we have nothing but ideal paint- 
ing. There is not one of his examples, where the 
two nouns clearly and indisputably relate to one and 
the same person, but what has something else, be- 
sides the bare form ©f words,- to point but and as- 

' certain 



tartam that relation. In every one of these ex- 
amples, therefore, it is the context, and not your 
rule^ that fixes the sense, and refers the nouns ta 
one person. 

* If one of the two nouns be 3^£o?^ either the phrase 
is Bmitcd in some such way as I have before de- 
scribed, when speaking of the examples which your 
friend has collected in pages 57 — 61, of his work; 
(sec p. 59), or 3^£oj is accompanied with some wordy 

SUtdl as ev0(i^d'pa;7rf)(rK9 yiyi^'k\ot,^ (feoju^a, difxx^ &C. which 

cannot possibly be predicated of the God of nature, 
but can only be applied to an artificial, factitious 
God, a character theologically supposed to belong 
to the other noun. Or if both the nouns be un- 
equivocally descriptive epithets (which is not the 
case if d^o^ be one of, them), then one of them is left 
destitute of any thing to which it can be referred 
(and as an epithet it must be referred to something),^ 
except the word to which the other serves as an 
^ithet. Or there is some other subsidiary circum- 
stance to bind up the two nouns into one descrip- 
tion, exclusive of any thing contained in the de- 
scription given in your rule. 

Though therefore the form of expression, as to 

die mere disposition of nouns, articles, and copula-^ 

fives, is, in all these examples, the same as your's y 

yet,, as to the most material circumstance of its in-* 

d4^ndence upon any thing extrinsic, and foreign. 

/ ^ itself, to fix and ascertain its meaning, it is in 

• " y^ iio one instance similar, and similarly situated, to- 

[/^ your's. 

Ind^d,^ I questi^ whether any example could be 

exactly 
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cxa»6Uy parallel to your texts, utAdss one of the 
nouns contained in it were ^io^. At least, I think 
no example could be so, where both the nouns were 
Unquestionably descriptive epithets ; because, in that 
case, each of the nouns would call for something to 
be united with it. But &««?, on the contrary (which, 
makes one of the nouiis in all your mistranshted 
texts), is of such a nature, especially as used in the 
Bible, that it not only may be constiued without 
being united as an epithet to some other noun, but 
in its primary sense, indicates an absolute, i;ndq)en« 
dent, proper name. 

From these examples, therefore, you can derive 
no support, eiAiher to your rule, or to your correc- 
tion of the common version of the New Testament; 
because your position is, that the form of expression 
iu itselfj without any assistance from context or 
connection, necessarily determines the identity: but 
the compiler has here given you no instance of a 
form so circumstanced, or so unassisted. 

Your correspondent (in a note^ p. 6i.), claims 
*-the waght of the passages' here cited, for the in^ 
terpretations given of 2 Thess. L 1 2, and of i Tinu 
V. 2 1 , in his third and fourth letters ; and vice versa^ 
the weight of his quotations in those letters, for his 
interpretations in this- He is welcome to the whole, 
of it, were it twice as ponderous 3s it is. I assure you. 
Sir, I am so glad to get rid of it,, now that I have 
got to the end of his bode, that I care not what 
becomes of either book or burthen, so that I have 
no more to do with them. And I suspect that, if 

you 
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you have * waded through' the whole of it, the case 
is pretty much the same with yourself. 

But, before I take my leave of the compiler and 
his compilations, I will give him a word or two of 
advice about those same fathers, whom he quotes 
with such eagerness, and seems to admire with an 
ardour and enthusiasm that betray all the symptoms 
of a new and a recent acquaintance. 

Aild first I must tell him, that, when estimated 
by the lump, as he values them, they are the worst 
of all authors : That to consult them for interpreta- 
tions of scripture, is the worst use that can be made 
of them :* That different groups, or classes, of them, 
differ most widely in point of merit, and are en* 
titled to very different degrees of regard : That the 
apostolic fathers, with whom he has had litde to do, 
and who, indeed, were little fitted for his purpose ; 
for though they knew more of Christianity than any 
of their successors, they knew nothing of theology, 
are all highly valuable ; but have never yet, since 
the revival of learning, had justice done to them, 
because they are read, and indeed so are the scrip- 
tures themselves, with preconceived opinions, by all. 
parties, who all judge, more or less, both of their 
phraseology and of their sentiments, by a standard 
to whicli the writers themselves were utter stran- 
gers } explaining their words by a vocabulary, and 
their assertions by a system, which we are taught 
from infancy to apply to all ecclesiastical writers 

* See this proved at large, in Whitby*s " Dissertatio de S. 
" Scripturarum interpretatione secundum patrum commenta* 
«« rios." 8vo. Lond. 1714. 

whatever. 
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Avhatever, though they belong only to the latest j 
the earliest never talking according to the one, not* 
reasoning according to the other : That of those fa- 
thers who are called primitive^ by which term is ge- 
n€;rally meant such as lived and wrote before Chris- 
tianity suffered the worst of its persecutions, an es- 
tablishment, many are also very valuable ; but, like 
their predecessors, lose much of their value by being 
viewed, by readers of every description, through a 
glass, darkly : * That of these primitive fathers, the 
most valuable are those which have furnished your 
correspondent with the fewest extracts : That of the 
rest, who lived after the kingdom of Christ became 
the kingdom of this world, and who are sometimes 
stiled simply fathers; without the addition of any 
epithet, the generality are good for little or nothing, 
except as they furnish various readings of scripture, 
or materials for ecclesiastical history ; and even for 
these purposes, he that would use them aright, must 
use them with great prudence and caution : That if 
there be any other good in them, it lies buried like 
Gratiano's tiwo grains of wheat hid in two bushels 
of chaff, and must be extracted, not by going to in- 

* Non opus habebant Lombardls magistris, Thomistis pfleda- 
gogis, Scotlstis mystagogls, antiqui illi patres, qui simplicitate 
fidei comenti, nimis ingeniosam han(i theologiam, in qua erroresL 
alii ex aliis exoHt operosius docentur, felicissime ignofabant. 
Quibus, si modo reviviscerent, nova grammatica addiscenda, 
Onomastica theologi<:a, Lexica, seu dictionaria pervolvenda 
forcnt, ut theologos, qui ne ipsi quidem quae loq.uuntur norunt, 
intelligerent. Nova logica forent persctutanda, ex quibus in- 
usitatas propositiones> ubi disparatum de dUparato prgedicatur, 
haurirent.-*-SANDius. Pref. In Nuchum HtH. Ecchstcutka. 1676, 

I dexea 



dexes for this text or that topic, and then dealing 
out by wholesale all that is to be found upon the 
one or the other; but by reading them in regular 
connection, with great patience, care, and discrimi- 
nation, sifting as we go along the tolerable from the 
intolerable, the genuine from the spurious, the text 
from the comment ; for all these lie huddled toge- 
ther in one wild mass of confusion, over which the 
reader must be content to travel as over an immense 
<iesert, for days together, ^without seeing a jsin^e 
thing worth picking up : And that as to the school^ 
merij I am inclined to think that they would have had 
weight enough with the elder Pliny, if he had lived 
in their days, to have made him revoke his maxim. 
Nullum esse librum tam malum, ut non aliqua parte 
prodesset, (Plin. Epist. lib. 3. epist. 5.) ; and that, 
with regard to ihenij the compiler had better take 
Bishop Warburton*s advice, and, " e'en let them 
** stay, where most of them already are, with the 
** grocers/' (Introduct. to Julian.) 

Next I must tell your friend that, in reading these 
authors, it is absolutely necessary to attend to a cir- 
cumstance which seems to have been greatly ne- 
glected by himself, as it has been by others before 
him ; and that is, that the fathers of different pe- 
riods use the same words in very different senses, 
and, on the contrary, different wor<^3 in the same 
sense; as, for instance, the words xp^f^'^^ xoyog^ suotyyt* 

great many others.* 

* Une chose que Pon neglige extremement, et qui est de la 
« dernicre consequence, pour entendre bien ce qi/on lit, c'est 

« qu'il 
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' Had he attended to tliis as he ooght to have don^ 
the compiler would have seen^ in some passages 

'< qn'il pomroit ttre anriYe, qu'encore que I'oa se soit toujours 
** serri de certains termes panni les chretiensy on se fut eloign^ 
« insensiblement des idees que ceux qui $'en sont les premiers 
^ servis 7 avoient attachees, et que les mots demeurant les 
^ xnlmesy le sens qn'on leur a attribue eut sou£Fert diverses ri* 
** Toludons^'' Le CHerc Bibliotheque Universelle, torn. x. p* SSS» 
^ Lorsque Pon Toit stir un theatre sortir des acteurs de derriere 
^ un rideauy avec de certains habits, peut«*on en conclurre que 
•* toutes les fois que Pon verra ces memes habits> ce seront les 
^ m^es acteurs qui en seront habille$ ? tl en est de m£me des 
** pensees et des paroles dont elles sont revetues. II est dange* 
^ reux que des pensees bien differentes n'aient sotiVent frapp^ 
« nos oreilleSy ou nos jeux reretues des memes sotis, ou des . 
'* memes caracteres." tbid. p. 334. ** Grotius a dit fore judicieuse« 
*< ment ; miU constat Patres in ixpUcattone harum return plurimum 
*• dhsenshse ; etiatnst vocum quarundani sono inter sc ctrnvehiant,^^*^ 
Ibid. p. 335. Grotius is speaking of the trinity^ in an epistle to 
his brother,i No. 152, page 798, col. 1. edit. Amst. 1687* fol.-<»« 
See also Dallzus de usu Patrum, part i. cap. v. pag* 149* edit* 
1656. 1 and Clerici Artis Critics, part ii. sect. 1. cap. xv. Di 
Sectarum termone ; where it is shewn, not only that different setts 
use the same words in different senses, but that the same sectSy 
or bodies of men, continue to use the same words, and forms 
of expression^ though they have totally changed their opinionSf 
The great Lord Chatham gave a striking instance of the ttuth 
of this last observation, when, speaking of our ecclesiastical 
Establishment, he said; we had a popish liturgy^ ealvinUtical ar* 
ticles^ and an armnian clergy* 

•Multa quidem Vocabula, nobis et priscis patribus communia» 
tetinemus ; sed sensu, ab eo quern tunc habebant^ non mintts 
aliend, quam nostra tempora a primis post chrlstum seculis re- 
mota sunt. Cardinal Bona de rebus liturgicis, lib. i. cap. xvii(^ . 
p. 246, as quoted by Jo. Geor* Walch« in his Bibllotheca Pa« 
tristica, pag. 553, 8vo. Jen« 177Q» who, in the same page, enu« 
merates several words which have chsu^ged thdr meanings* 

1% ' which 
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which he has quoted as siniilai', a difference, in con-^ 
sequence of this change in th$ meaning of words, a^ 
material and important to your question, as if, ta 
borrow a supposition of his own (page 3), ' a change 

* in later times had taken place in the use of the ar- 

* tide/ You yourself will admit, that it makes a 
wide difference in the application of a testimony to 
your rule, or to some of your interpretations, whether 
the author of that testiitiony understood the word 
Xfifog^ for instance, as a proper name, in which way 
it was as generally understood and used by the later 
fathers, as it is by us at this day, or wlxether he un- 
derstood it as a descriptive personal noun, in which 
way the earlier fathers, as well as the sacred writers, 
generally understood and used it. Had your friend 
attended a little more to this change in the meaning 
of words, I am of opinion that he would not have 
treated you with such a profusion of his elegant ex* 
tracts. 

To a similar want of attention in others, most ec- 
clesiastical establishments are indebted for so many 
absurdities as have fcamd their way into them. In 
our own, for instance, there are gross contradictions 
which may be traced to this cause. Thus our eighth 
article , requires all who subscribe the thirty-nine, 
thoroughly to receive and believe, without at all 
adverting to any change or variation in the mean- 
ing of words, both the Nicene and the Athanasian 
creeds.* But these creeds, if the same word means 

* It IS now more than a' hundred years since Archbhbcp Tih^ 
lofson ** wished f* that the church <* were well rid of** this latter 

r 

creed. But the Oxford press still continues to send forth ser- 

•* mons 
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tlie same thing, directly contradict each other, upon 
the very face of them. 

To the Nicene creed (I do not mean that inserted 
in our communion service ; for that is not the Ni- - 
cene creed, though so called in our prayer-books : 
but I mean the creed really drawa up and published 
by the council of Nice, which also our eighth article 
must be understood to mean, if words have any de- 
finite meaning) is annexed a damnatory clause. The 
Athanasian, which has vastly the advantage over its 
predecessor in respect to the quantity, as well as the ^ 
quality, both of this and every other sort of sound 
divinity, boasts,' as is well known, of three damna- 
tpry clauses. The' Nicene, in its clause, damns all 
who say that the father is of another hypostasis from 
the son ; while, on the other hand, the Athanasian 
creed maintains, that there is one hypostasis (person) 
of the father, and another of the son, and that who- 
ever does not thus think, without doubt he shall 
perish everlastingly. 

This contradiction, of which I have here given 
the substance, you may see more at large in an au- 
thor, the whole of whose book is well worth your 
perusal, and who, after the proofs of the fact, con- 
cludes with the following just reflection. " Thus 
*« taking the plain literal sense of the two creeds and 

nions and charges, of Bishops and Archdeacons, vindicating its 
curses, and explaining its incomprehensibility ! See Tillotson's 
Letter to Burnet, Oct. 23, 1694, in 'Birch's Life of Tillotson % 
and Bishop Cleaver's Sermon, Not. 16, 1800, ^d Archd^agon 
JDodwclPs Three Charges, 1801. 

J 3 " the 
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<^ the artide, an ignorant and honest subscriber bt 
** brought into a very, critical and dangerous situa« 
** tion. By the Nicene creed he is sentenced to ever- 
** lasting damnation if he believes the doctrine of 
** the Athanasian creed — ^by the Athanasian creed he 
** is anathematized, if he believes the doctrine of the 
** Nicene creed— to render his damnation inevitable, 
** he is required by the Church of England to believe 
*' them botb^ upon pain of being devoted to the devil 
^* for his rejection of either — and by subscribing ex 
** animo to the truth of the article, he sets his own 
** jlmen to the complicated curse. So that let him 
^^ believe what he will upon this point, it may truly 
^^^ be said, if he is saved at all, it must be so as by 
*^fire/^«^ 

Another contradiction from the same cause we 
have in the chgice which our church has made for 
its standard of orthodoxy, and its test of heresy j 
which, as Blackstone (b. iv. ch. 4.) will inform you, 
is (by Stat, i Eliz. c. i .) the decisions of the first four 
general councils. Of these the third, held at Ephe- 
ws, condemned the doctrine of Nestorius, who 
maintained that there were two persons (uVprawK) 
in Jesus : and the fourth, held at Chalccdon, con- 
demned that of Eutyches, who maintained that 
there was but one nature ((puorj^, in Jesus. 

But now whoever reads the greek fathers with 
care will find, that the former of these two heresi- 
archs used the word uVi>ra(rij in the same sense in 

* Wilton's Review of some of the Articles of the Church of 
England, p. 85, 8vo. 177*. 

which 
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which the latter used the word <pu<rK,* ancl that their 
doctrines wtre diametvically opposite to each other^ 
And so they were understood to be by the latter^ 

* There seems to have been litde or no variation in the mean* 
ing o£ Averts and ta-tay which were used as equivalent to each 
other, for some time both before and after the period we are 
speaking of. Thus Origen has, n* -njf ^'^x^ (^ais km w<r/«, Com« 
in Matt. vol. i. p. 484. edit. Huet. 1668. And in some defini-. 
tions published with the works of Athanasius, but written, evi- 
dently, long after that father's days, we read, n Xtytrat ^ats; 
^v<rts etp^orai ^tat ro tjiipvKSvAt xact tivMy vam^ xact natat us ecr» xat cv 
u\io9eta yvufil^ofjLsvyi <pvcrts Kxi aatot koci ytvos xat fAOf>(piii iv if/* 

Athanas. Op. vol. iii. p. 244, §. viii. edit. Bened. 1698. The 
word tvoTocffts underwent three variations. It was first used^as 
equivalent to either of the former words, to denote nature or 
essence. Thus Athanasius : 4 5e vvoraiarts aa-tat «r/ tmi n^tv a^Xo 
oyiiJMtyofAsnv t^tt, ri ocvlo to ov, Epist. ad. Afros. Oper. vol. i. p. 894, 
b. edit. Bened. And again, aXk' virorounv fjnv Xsyo^y, i5ya/«j(o/ 
TotvTOf stvxt niruy vtras'otcTiv xeti tsaiuf* fjnav ^i ^povufxit ha to fx rvs amss 
Tit /oarfof Mivat Toy vtov, ttut hot T)jv raylonilet ms (pvaiats* yucuf yaf veo* 

TTiTat. KM fjuatv stvou mv rccvms (^vatv tjiT^vofjuf, !Epist. ad AntiochenseSy 
vol. i. p. 773. f. And, in a spurious disputation between him. 
and Arius, Athanasius asks, n woti apa t^tv i a<7/«, to which 
Arius answers t?a» u n trtv «y virc^aa-st raro na-ta rvyx^nu And 
this answer Athanasius sanctions and approves, by rejoining, 
ofius iipuj. Vol. iii. p. 220. §. 29. AfierVvards it was used in the 
sense o{ person, to denote an indi'utdual ; as when we say, John i& 
one fersoiij and Peter another /tfrj<?«. In this way Basil uses it» 
and he seems to have been one of the first writers who so used it- 
See Epist. 38. vol. iii. p. 115. edit. Bened. Lastly it was used, 
as many other ecclesiastical words are, without any meaning at 
all, to denote nobody knows what ; just as english trinitarians 
use the word person, in a way which they have none of them 
ever been able to explain. 

Now Nestorius could only use the word virorciaiSf in the first of 
these senses, as equivalent to (pvartsy or acrtx. For, in the second 
jsease, neither he, nor any one else, could ever dream of apply- 

14 ing 
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council, which annulled the acts of the former (Mos- 
.heiln, vol. ii. p. 78, edit. 1782, 8vo.); and were 
also declared to be by the Emperor Justinian, some 
time after (an. 536), in a constitution of his, pre- 
served in Labbe^s Councils (vol. v. p. 26^. C.)- The 
church of Rome, however, holding all general coun- 
cils to be infallible, was determined to embrace the 
decrees of all, however contradictory to one another j 
and in conformity with this resolution, coined the 
unintelligible tenet of two natures in one person^ upon 
which, when the chief silversmith and his craftsmen 
had stamped the halUniark of orthodoxy, it passed 
current through Christendom, and was adopted, as 
by many churches, without examination, so by our 
own, which, in this, as well as in some other re- 
spects, is the church of Rome still, in spite of the 
Reformation. 

ing the word to Jesus, so as make him two persons^ meaning 
thereby two individuals. And the third senstf, or rather nonsense, 
did not come into vogue till long after Nestorius's death. 

Upon this third way of using words without any meaning at 
all, there are some good observations in Le Clerc's Bibliotheque 
Universelle, vol. x. p. 339-346. Among other things, he ob- 
serves ; " On n*a' qu' a ouvrir un philosophe, ou un theologien 
** scholastique, et I'on verra peut-^tre avec etonnement, que des 
** personnes cclebres ont passe leur vie a dire, comme des perro- 
** quets, je ne S9ai quels sons, qu'ils entendoient aussi peu que 
** ces oiseaux entendent les paroles qu'ils prononcent," p. 344. 
See also his Ars Critica, Part ii. sect. i. cap. ix. For an account 
of the struggles of the later trinitarians to explain the word person 
as they use it, see Taylor's Apol. of* Ben Mordecai, vol. i. p. IS^. 
And for the second way of using t/Vora<r/r, see ibid. p. lO^.-— 
Dr. Wallis says, the three persons are three some'whats ; as Peter 
I^ombard had before said the whole trinity was a somewhat^ qua^ 
Jam s'umma res, Ibiu. p. 68« 

And 
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And thus while some fancy, and some pretend to 
fancy, that there is sense of one kind or another>tho' 
nobody presumes to say what sense, as well as sound, 
in the words, " the more part*' continue to roar 
aloud, great is the mystery of two natures in one per-^ 
Sony and being full of wrath, are ready to knock 
down as " blasphemers and robbers of churches," 
all who venture to suggest that, when the terms are 
traced to their origin, the affirmation may perhaps 
turn out to be, in plain english, no more than this ; 
that there are two natures (or persons) in one na- 
ture (or person) ! A mystery so sublime and illus- 
trious, that I am surprised it has be^n suffered to 
remain so long undistinguished among the vulgar 
herd of commoners without a name; and would 
therefore recommend, that it be immediately called 
up to the upper house of the ecclesiastical realm, by 
the title of the Duinityy to which no impartial trinl- 
tarian, whether lutheran or calvinist, can, I think, 
consistently with a proper respect for their masters, 
object, on the score of its sounding yr/^/J/)', or of its 
being a barbarous term of human invention.* 

* " Vocula haec (Trinitas) nusquam in divinis scripturis repe- 
** ritur, caeterum humanitus tantummodo inventa est, unde om- 

nino etiam frigide sonat, ac multo prsestabilius foret si Deus 

potius quam trinitas diceretur." Lutheri enarratio, seu pos- 
tilla, in Evangelium ad Dominicam Pentecostes feriis proximam, 
quae trinitatis appellatur. Vid. Enarrationum suarum, edit. fol. 
Basil. 1546. p. 282. 

" Precatio vulgo trita est, sancta trinitas unus deus miserere 
** nostri. Milii non placet, ac omnino barbariem sapit." Cal- 
vini Epistola qua fidem Admonitionis ab eo nuper editae apud 
Polonos conilrmat. Opcruin ejus, voL vii. p..687> col. 1. edit. 
1612. Gcnev. 

In 
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To the same cause, a change in the meanings of 
words, is owing much of that obscurity which many- 
persons find in reading the scriptures. The reader 

In the Unitarian trafts, published in quarto, 1691, &c. the 
trmitarians are divided into three classes, Nomtnalsy ReaUstSf 
and Ignoramuses, The first class comprehends those who explain 
the dodrine so as to explain it all away. Their tfinity is a mere 
trinity of names. The second comprehends those who explain it 
so as to make really three Gods. Their trinity is real trttheismm 
The last includes those who refuse to explain it at all. These, if 
they are asked what they mean by that trinity which they say 
they believe, make no other reply but mufriy or mystery. See also 
Taylor's Ben Mordecai's Apology, vol. u p. 68-74. edit. 8vo» 
1784.. 

Luther ranks with the last plass. He observes, that the world 
thinks theitrinitarians mad ; (omnes vesanos judicat qui hoc do- 
cent et credunt), and that Turks and Jews deride them. Verum 
si haec sapientia essit, quis non pronunciare et cogitare cum 
Turcis et Jud^is posset ; tantum unus Deus est, Christus non 

est Deus ? Si Turcae et Judaei nes irrident, quasi nos tres 

fratres int:aelo collocemus, qui pariter imperium habeant ; id nos 
quoque facere possemus, si scripturam omittere vellemus. .... 
Quod si ahsurditas in articulo negotium facit, quid hoc mea re- 
fert ? Nam si in hac re ratiocinari liceret, non male id equidem 
facturus essem, et melius fojrtasse quam nllus Turca vel Judasus* 
Verum hoc divini beneficii loco accipio, quod de hoc articulo 
non disputo, utrum verus sit, et cum ratione consentiat. There 
are many things, he says, which we cannot explain, such as 
laughing, seeing, sleeping, &c. ubi disputatio sine periculo 
esset. Verum in hoc articulo periculum conjundum est. As to 
understanding the do<5lrine, he says, we must defer that, till we 
get into the next world, atque interim nihil disputandum est, 
verum simpliciter credendum. 

He then shews, (for tliough he would have, like the modem 
ignoramuses^ no reasoning against the trinity, he has no objedlion 
to reasoning of any sort, good or bad, in its favour J ^ that the 
doArine is c/early taught in the Apostle's creed, sets before the 

Trader 
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who understands, as most readers do, sudh words is 

'»'»r*ff» x*P*^> ^^ ^ ^^ greek, or 2sfcuth^ g^^ce^ &c» 
in the engli^h testaipent, in their theological accepta^ 
lions, is involved in diiGculties and perplexities, from 
which nothing can extricate him but a return to the 
scriptural meaning of the words ; which, with occa* 
sional allowance for a few Jewish and foreign idioms, 
is always the common practical meaning of all other 
moral writers of the same language at the same pe- 
riod, and never the metaphysical meaning of squab- 
bling ' scholastic divines. If a man were^ to be so 
drilled in his youth, as thorolighly to imbibe the no^ 
tion that the " Spectator" were a book of mysteries^ 
and that whenever, in reading it, he should meet 
ifAxh the terms, word^ spirit^ grace^ &c. &c. he must 

reader God's awefiil judgments on those wicked heretics, Cerin- 
thus and Arius, for denying the doctrine,^ and concludes with 
this triumphant peroration. Hie est iste articulus de trinitate^ 
primum scriptura, deinde apostolorum^certaminibus et %an6o« 
rum patrum, ac tandem etiam miraculis contra diabolum ct 
mundum adsertus, et adhuc, Deo favente, adserendus* Id tradi 
solet hoc die (trinity Sunday ), et Cbrtstiant soli sunt, qui hac at^ 
surda credunt, Sicut Paulus ait (1 Cor. u 21 ), quod Deo sic vi- 
sum fuerity quod per stultitiam prsedicationis salvos facere vo« 
luerit credentes. Nam ratio hie certum syllogismum nunquam 
poterit eolligere> quod tria unum, et unum tria sint ; quod Dens 
homo sit ; quod nos cum baptizamur, per sanguinem Christ! 
peccatis abluimur ; quod in pane corpus Christi edimus, in vino 
>ejus sanguinem bibimus atque ita remissionem peccatorum con* 
sequimur. Omnes isti articuli pro fabulis et stultitia a sapienti* 
bus reputantur. Froinde id Paulus etiam sic appellat stultitiam 
prasdicationisy verum qui ea credat, quod is salutem consecuturus 
sit. Quod nobis prsstet Deus pater, &c. Amen.*— Luther's 
Sermon on Trinity Sunday, in the voL of his Postills, p, 285 
»nd 287. Basil, l$m* ioL 

always 
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always understand them to mean, Jesusy holy ghosty 
heavenly^ influx^ &c. &c., Addison *s writings, which 
are now so perspicuous, would become as dark and 
unintelligible as many people find the Bible to be. 
And on the contrary, if a man will but cast away 
his theology^ and read the Bible with the same com- 
mon sense that he reads the " Spectator," or any 
Other book, he will find much of that which before 
was dark and unintelligible become plain and easy* 

Lastly, I must tell your correspondent, that of al! 
the writers of antiquity which have reached our 
time, there are none which are so much disfigured 
and obscured by interpolations and corruptions of 
all sorts, as the fathers:* and that, unless they be < 
read with a constant and vigilant attention to this 
circumstance, they will be read to little profit or 
purpose. 

I have pointed out, as we went along, some inter- 
polations in your friend's cabinet of curiosities, from 
which many more might be selected, as for instance 
from Nos. 24, 3 1, 51, in his fifth letter, and from 

* Daille, speaking of these foul and numerous corruptions^ 
introduced both by subtracting and adding, asks a question or 
two, which will appear very pertinent and impressive to those 
who have read much of the fathers. Unde, says he, Unde alias 
nobis nata essent in veteribus ^criptoribus tot loca hiulca, tot 
TOolestac lacunse, tot ineptisslme assuta, quae passim inter legen- 
dum occurrunt ? Unde viles illas, setosaeque, ac tactu ipso hor- 
ridsB lacinisB, quas in media ipsorum purpura offendimus ? Pro- 
fedto non aliud clamat ilia pubus spiritusque incqualitas quam 
in eodem homine, minimo spatio, legendo experimur. Dalla:u$ 
de usu Patrum, part i. cap. iv. p. 66. edit. 1656. 

And tliese corruptions he attributes to the church as well a& 
to heretics. See part i. cap. iii. p. 14. 

Other 
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5)ther passages, both greefc and latin, in various parts 
of his book. Had . he duly considered this promi- 
nient feature in the countenance of almost every one 
of the fathers, he would not probably have been so 
forward to tell you, that even the heretics give their 
suffrage in your favour ; unless he can suppose that 
heretics are so much more stupid than other men^ 
that they will not only argue against the point they 
are maintaining, but will also flatly contradict in 
one sentence what they have asserted in the pre- 
ceding.* 

* It was upon this ground of contradiction that Rufinus 
maintained, that Origen had been so terribly corrupted by the 
jbetetics. Jerome admitted the mode of arguing, but denied 
that the coptradi(5tions existed. Monsieur Huet, in the second 
.chapter of the second book of his Origeniana, has coUeded so 
.many instances of these contradidions, that, as he observes, 
(book ii. ch. iii. §. 10), they must have satisfied Jerome himself. 
For their several arguments, see Rufinus's Apology for Origen, 
in two pieces published in 5th volume of the fienedidtine edition 
of Jerome's works, p. 24J>-254'. Jerome's second Apology 
against Rufinus, vol. iv. part ii. p. 4099 ejusd. edit, and hh 
.Epistle to Pammachius and Oceanus, p. 347 of the same vo-- 
lume, and Huet ubi supra. Whoever looks into Origen, will 
allow with Rufinus and Huet, that he has been miserably cor- 
jiipted : but I think Jerome was right in contending, that it 
-could not be to such an extent ^s to exempt him from the charge 
.of what all these disputants would agree to call heresy. (See 
A€ts xxiv. 14.) I think it probable also, that the passages Ru- 
finus and Huet would have chlefiy fixed upon, were not the in- 
terpolated ones. And I moreover believe, that such passages 
as were wilfully and fraudently interpolated, are to be attributed 
Jto the arts of the orthodox, rather than of the heretics. Ortho- 
dox, in ecclesiastical history^ often means no more in* reality 
than those that are uppermost. Those who have the power in 
their hand9 are always orthodox. Now it is much easiei^ for 

those 



. The fact is, that the fathers carried on their di»* 
putes with so much rage and violence, that many 
even of the more moderate of them, in reading the 
works of their opponents, could not keep their 
hands from the margin. And these mar^nal ani- 
madversions being introduced, from various mo- 
tives, l)y subsequent transcribers, into the text, ren- 
der it sometimes contradictory, and sometimes un- 

those who are in power, than it is for those who are not so, to 
adulterate books in this way. And ease and probability of sac« 
cess are great additional temptations to engage in any under* 
taking. And on this ground, if there were no other, I should 
be inclined to think that Oudin spoke the truth, when he said t 
Longe meliori fide in editionibus patrum agunt Lutheran^ et 
Calvinistas, quam Pontificii, quibus omnia corrumpendi occai* 
sionem et necesihatem praebent indices expurgatorii Romani, ad 
comiptiones et adulteria operum ejusmodi jussu Romanorum 
pontificum compositi. (Oudini, Comment de Script. Ecclesiast; 
Vol. i. p. 987.) But I am of opinion that it is not wilful fraud, 
but radier marginal annotation, which has been the most fertile 
source of adulterating the works of the ancients, and especiall7 
the fathers. Readers, of all sorts, not only heretics and ortho- 
dox, among the different parties of christians, but, perhaps, oc- 
casionally, even infidels, both pagans and jews, wrote their re- 
marks upon, and made their additions to, what they perused in . 
the original author. And then some subsequent scribe, or book« 
seller, advanced these notes into the text, believing that they 
properly belonged to it, or at least without any convidion to 
the contrary, and, perhaps, little solicitous to make any inqui- 
ries, which might end in depriving them of a plausible pretence 
of offering for sale a fuller edition of an esteemed author. 
^ The foregoing reasoning, respecting the corruption of Origea 
by the heretics, will apply also to what is said by Photius, Ru«i* 
finuS| and Le Clerc, about the similar corruption of Clemens 
A'lexandrinus. See Bibliotheque Universelle, vol. x. p. 22d-r 
229, 

intelligible 
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intcDigihle, till* they are again rejected, and dien, 
what was before dark as Erebus, often becomeft 
more intelligible than convincing. Sometimes these 
interpolations, being observed by later readers, or 
ejditors, not to incorporate cordially, in their crude 
state^ with the original text, have undergone an al- 
teration in their constituent parts, in order to pro- 
duce an amalgamation. And thus the case ofte;i 
becomes hopeless and without remedy. The ^vil is 
seen, but the disease is too complicated for human 
sagacity to cure. 

In their preaching, too, and expounding, it was 
the custom of these fathers, from idleness, from an 
aflfectation of learning, from a zeal for orthodoxy, 
and from other causes, to rake together, without 
judgment, whatever, they could amass to make up a 
homily or a lecture, which was afterwards, by them- 
selves or others, sent abroad into the world as the 
work of one man, with perhaps some celebrated 
name afiixed to it, forming a heterogeneous com- 
pound, which it would puzzle an CEdipus to un- 
riddle. 

Then in the translations which the latin, fathers 
made from the Greeks, sometimes of whole works, 
and sometimes of parts, or detached scraps only, and 
which they published sometimes as the productions 
of the original authors, and sometimes as their own, 
they altered and interpolated passages without the 
feast scruple, in any way they thought would suit 
their purpose, generally to make them what they 
called orthodox; and without mindingrat all how . 
they were to be afterv^'ards delivered to the worlds 

whether 
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whether as their own productions, or tliose of ano^ 
then Rufinus acknowledged ^nd boasted that this 
was the way in which he had translated Origen.* 
He translated Eusebius in the same way, without ac- 
knowledgment. Many others were equally disho- 
nest, not only in translating, but in quoting and 
publishing, the works of their predecessors.'f* 

* In the preface to his translation of Origen's book tnpt afx'^ 
which may be seen in the 4th volume;, part ii. p. 339, of the 
Benedidine edition of Jerome's works. Of Rufinus's Version 
of Origen, Huet says : Nam ejus scripta interpretans, ita addi- 
tamentis et detra<5tionibus vexavit et corrupit ut Origenem in 
Origene desideres. Huetii Origeniana, lib. iii. cap. i. §, 3. See 
also book 2d. chap. iii. §. 5 and 10 ; and likewise what Huet 
jiays of another latin translator of Origeu's Commentary on 
Matthew. Ilium si ad gracum quem damns, contextum exe- 
geris, Deus bone, quod interpretationis monstrum comperies ! 
Totas paginas; tota folia assuta, tota detradla deprehendcs. lb. 
lib. iii. c. i. §. 1. 

f The Latins seem to have outdone the Greeks (though these 
were no mean proficients in the art) in every mode of corrupt- 
ing Christianity ; and especially in this mode of disguising, 
misrepresenting, and corrupting the works and opinions of pre^ 
ceding writers. No faith whatever is to be placed in any old 
latin translation of a greek ecclesiastical writer. Besides Origen 
and Eusebius, before mentioned, Irerutus seems also to have 
suflFered terribly in this way ; as likewise Clemens Alexandrinus^ 
On salt que lorsque les Latins traduisoient quelque chose des 
Grecs, ils etoient fort sujets a y faire les changemens qu'ils 

trouvoient a propos A Pegard d'une partie des Hypo- 

typoses de Clement, Cassiodore parle ainsi : II y a 

beaucoup de choses subtiles ; mais aussi quelques-unes qu'il a 
avancees, sans y bien prendre garde. Nous Pavons fait traduire 
en latin, en sorte qu'ayant ot6 ce qui pouvoit scandaliser, on put 
lire avec plus de surete sa dodtrine ainsi purifiee. " Ubi mult a 
" quidem subtiliter $ed aliqua incaute locutus est, quse nos ita 

« transfei^ri 



The public creeds, Bttitgies, arid cbtincils, Were 

all notoriously corrupted. . The catenas^ the orthodox^ 
ographas^ and the, biblwfhe(asy compiled for ostenta^ 
tion and for sale, often the wear ks . o£ mercenary 
scribes and booksellers, are mere masses of cotrup^ 
tion, interpolation, conftision, arid contradiction, of 
which the parts seem to have been assigned, at raxi- 
dom, right or wrong, to any authors, whose n^mes 
were fitted to the purposes, not of the honest, but 
(dishonest, compilers. 

These Causes, when added to the bigotry, igno* 
ranee, darkness, and profligacy of those ages ip 
-which the later fathers lived, and to the little care 
and judgment employed in editing the works of any 
of them, and in preserving and purifying them, 
from time to time, from the errors, which time and 
transcription alone would introduce,* may serve to 
shew your correspondent, to whom I now bid adieu, 
that much more caution and discrimination are re* 
quisite to read these writers, and to make a right 
use of what we read, than I can find displayed in 
any one of his letters,! 

** transferri fecimus In latinum, ut exclusis quibusdam ofFendi- 
** culis, purificata doclrina ejus securior posset hauriri." De 
Institut. divinar. literar. cap. viii. p. 543. edit. 1679. Biblio- 
th^que Universelle, vol. x. p. 229. 

* At ferendum illud erat, si non eo accessisset malorum ho- 
minum nequitia, erfores snos malis artibus propugnantium, et 
alienis operibus adulteras manus inferentium. Huet Origeniana, 
1. III. c. i. §, 5. 

f If your friend is disposed to pursue this study of the fathers, 

I would advise him, by way of preparation for it, to read care- 

' fiily Daitie's book, Dcwu Patrunti and I would recommend 

K the 
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ihe L^dneditioni which contains manj things, not to he found 
either in the original french edition, or in the englisb» which is 
translated from it. From this last version, however, I will 
ttanscfibe a few words which, I think, are expressed^ in a way 
>ery suitable to your friend's case. They are taken from the 
fojuirtb chapter of the first part, which treats ^psurticularly of 
-J^ose corruptions we have been considering, and proves at large 
what I have but briefly touched upon. " Thou hast gone along 
** innocently,^ perhaps, reading these books of the ancients, and 
" believing thou there findest the pure sense of antiquity ;«and 
^ yet thou seest here, that from the beginning of the sixth cen- 
** tury, they have made no scruple of cutting off from the most 
** sacred books- they had, wha^oever was not agreeable to the 
** gust of the times. And therefore, though we had no more 
*< against them than this, it were, in my judgment, a sufficient 
^ ** reason to move us to go on here very warily, and, as they 
** say, with a stiff rein through this whole business." Page 49* 
edit. 1651. 
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LETTER VI. 

* 

Apris tout, mon cher philosophe, encore un peu de temps, eC 
je Tie sais si tous ces llvres seront n^cessaires, et si le genre 
hum^in n'aura pas assez d'esprit pour comprendre far luu 
mime que trois ne font pas un, et que da pain n*est pas Dieu. 

D'Alembert^ Lettre 31 deMars, 1762i 

Personal abuse, that favourite colour which glares most in the 
fooPs rhetoric, is carefully to be avoided, 

Warburton^'s Works, vol. iv. p« 54L 4ta* 

Christianam religionem, absolutam et simplicem, anili super* • 
stitione confundens. 

Ammun. Marcellim. lib. zxi. cap. xvL 

SIR, 

HAVING shewn you that your rule is without 
foundation, and your correction of the com- 
mon version of the scriptures erroneous, it is ahnost 
needless to remark, that your * new proofs* of the 
* divinity of Christ,' fall to the ground. Indeed, if 
your rule were ever so true, and your corrections 
ever so just, they would be hx from supplying 
yoij with any thing like a froof of any such absur- 
dity : and the inquiry I have carried on, is more 
useful to vindicate the truth of language, and of 
scripture in general, than necessary to refute that 

 « To be impartial to every body, we must say, that those 
•< who engage in disputes with the Socinians» and take new 
** roads, seldom fail to lose their way." Baylje'^s Di^. vol. v. 
p. 820. edit. 1738. ^ 

K 2 popish 



popish * doctrine in particular, which you Would 
uphold by your ntiistaken interpretations. 

Suppose we were to '. grant you your own con- 
struction of the texts in question, what strength 
Would accrue to the doctrine from such a coiices- 
sion ? None but this, that Jesus would in that case 
be called God , in a few more passage^ of scripture, 
than he is at present. And what is there in that ? 
The title of God is an appellation which even Soci- 
nians, without reading it in your texts, have admit- 
ted .that the scriptures have bestowed, not only upon 
Jesus^ but upon many othqr human beings. The 
mere repetition of the title doea not contain, any 
• ricw* or additional • proof of the doctrine. The 

 By j^opfsh I mean superstitious : though of the /ri/iijy,. accord- 
ing %o the latest mode in which it was established, the mode now 
'chiefly in vogue, it is to be observed, that it was introduced in 
«lhe saine pot)^dom m which trtfnsuhsfantiation Was introduced, 
viz. at the/ourth Lateran isimcilj held in 1215, under Inno* 
cent;3d. (See Taylor's Ben Mordecai's Apology, voL i/p. 65 
an4 212. edit. 8Vo. 1784.) 

^According to the learned Seldein, the trinity is pstrtly super- 
stftious-and partly fanatical. «< The second person,'* says he, 
*< is -made of- a piece «©:? bread by the papist ; the third person 
.«* is made of his owafrenzyi malice, ignorance, and tblly, by 
<* the Round head; To all these the spirit is intituled. One the 
. •* baker makes, the other the cobler ; and betwixt tliose two, J[ 
<* tliink the first person is sufiiciently abused." Table Tali, ar- 
tide lyinity. 

In the ** Brief History of the Unitarians," page 45, col. ii. as 
republished in the Unitarian Tra<5ts, 4to. 1691, vol. i. is a quo- 
tation from an english papist, affirming that, " Christ is the Pop^t 
- ** God; for if the Pope had not been, Christ had not been takea 
^ for any such person as this day we believe liim to be." 

meaning 



i: isa 1 

meaning of tbje wpr()^ the seme in which it is appliec^ 
to JesuSji is the question* l£ there were one single 
pas^g? qf scripture in which the writer meaned to 
$ay, in the sense in which you use the words (pages 
38 and a 2), that Jesus were God^ really Jdxovah, i% 
WOUI4 be decisive. There would be no need of rCf 
petition.. But to repeat a doubtful term without 
soioething additional to ascertain its meaning, is 
doing nothing. And there is nothing more in yqur 
texts^ even upon your own construction of them, 
to ascertain the meaning of the word, ^han there Wasj 
before* 

If yo|a puppose, as bqth you (page zi) a»d yoifc 
ecBtor (page 23) seem to do, and as some of the fa» 
ther$ did, that there is something niore in Jesus 
bring- stiled, ^ our great ,GQd^ accordiijj^ to yQur e:?;- % 
planation of Tit. ii. 1 3. than in his beiiig simply 5til^4 
God ^ you fall into ,an error which^ thpugh not unr 
cojnmon, is y^t great : I pgiean the error-of transfer- 
ring the.cjuestiqnp, opinions, and controversies of 
your own times tp pthej;;^,tio?e8 in, which no suclj 
questijo];is^< nor anything)belongingto tij^em^ ^sted^p 
At the time when the New Testament was written, 
riiQuJd we even suppose that the writers me^ed to 
say that Jesus was a divine being, yet mmt assuredly 
there \^as no question istarted, no controversy Qii 
foot, as thqre was afterwards (for ecclesiastics hav6 
ma^e Jesu^ God by degrees), ^ibout Xht quantu?n of 
his diyinityt The sacred writers could have meaned 
no more, had they said that he was the great God> 
than the^ could have done if they had said that he 
was God simply : for they meaned no more when 
\ y^ - ^ K 3 they 
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they applied the one appellation, thsm when they 
applied the other, to God hiinself, the God of- Jesus. 
To say of any being that he was the great God, was 
not, with tbemj to make him mere of a God, than to 
say merely that he was God ; for to them there was 
but one God, and whoever was God in their esti- 
mation, must be completely so, or not at all,* Were 
we to suppose, therefore, ' that the sacred writers 
meaned to say that Jesus was a deity, it is certain 
that they could never mean to say that he was a 
deity of the greatest kind. They knew nothing of 
the miserable distinctions which were afterwards in- 
vented between an av1o6«oc and a ^sog ix, S-ia ; between a 

r 

S iTTi Tffotiluv ^tog and a S^io^ xoyog ; between a God who 
was the ** ori^n, the cause, the author, tRc root, 
** the fountain,*'* &c. of divinity, and a God who 
was derived, begotten, incarnate, &c. ; between God 
the father, and God the son j between a God and 
a Godman,t and one knows not how many other 
wretched quirks and expedients, to degrade the re- 
li^on of christiians bdow that of jews, and maho- 
snetans. t If, therefore, Paul had intended that 

• See Bishop Pearson on the Creed, pages 37 and 38, fol. edit. 

^ A Godman seems to be more of a monster than a gorgon^ a 
bjdra, a chimera, a centaur, a griffin^ &c. &c. because these 
are only made up by the imagination of incongruous parts which 
Siever did exist together : but your godman is made up of parts 
which never can possibly exist together ; parts destru^ive of, 
and excluding each other. Your godman is a kind of circular 
triangle, or triangular circle. 

X Christianity, in itself^ is a thing quite plain and wholly 
practical ; consisting in nothing else but the love of God, and the 
\oY9 q£ our neighbour, (Matt, ixiu 36*40.) With morals the 

New 
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Tit« it. 13. should be construed as you eitplain it 
(which I have shewn you he did not), sti& he could 

NewTesument begins; (Matt. iii. 2*8. y. 3, &c.)» and vrith 
morals it ends ; (Rev. xxii, 14,), and with morals every inter- 
mediate page IS filled. See more especially for a summary 
abridgment of the whole of his religion^ our Saviour's owil 
wordsy Matt. xix. 16-22, and xxv. Sl-46. John xiii. 35. xiv. 15» 
21, 23, 24h XV. 10, 12, 17 ; and those of his beloved discipleif 
I John iii. 22-<24. v. 3. In short, if the point is to be settled hf 
Jesus and his apostles, he is a christian, and he alone, who is a 
doer of the word^ (Rom. ii. 13. Jam. i. 22-25.) But Christianity, 
as it has been altered and disguised by divines, is converted into 
a system of dark and unintelligible mysteries. They have settled 
it, that be \& z, christian, and he alone, who Mifvesy or rather 
fancies and professes to believe, all kinds of absurdity and noa* 
sense. As ^e great lord Bacon has it, a believing christian^ i. e* 
one formed not upon the plan of Jesus and the apostles, but 
upon the plan of these divines, ** believes three to be one^ and one 
*^ to be three ; a father not to be elder than his son^ a^on to bt equid 
^tvith his father ; and one proceeding from boifi to be equal with botb^ 
** he believing three persons in one stature, and two nature^ in onefer^on. 
** ffe believes a virgin to be the mother of a son ; and that very son of 
** hers to be her matter* He believes him to ha*be been shut up in a nar* 
** row roomt whom heaven and earth could not contain,. He believes 
*^ him to have been horn in time^ who was and is ftovii everlastingm 
** He believes him to have been a weak child carried in arms, who is 
*^ the Almighty ; and him once to have died, who 0T\ly hath life and 
immortality in himself He believes a most just God to have puntshfd 
a mOjtt just person, and to have justified himself though a most un* 
^^ godly sinner.** Bacon's Works, vol. ii. p. 372. edit. 1753. foL 
Thus the name of Christian is made to stink (Gen. xxxiv. 30)^ 
not only among nations of infidels, but among unbelievers In our 
own land ; and wh^t is worse, we ourselves are internally cqj> 
rupted and made rotten by these substitutes for morality, v. iiicb,. 
wherever they prevail, are sure to undermine, more or less, 
both our piety and our charity. See this proved in the Unita- 
rian Trails, 4to. vol. ij. Trad 1. p. 5-U, . . ^ 

I^ 4 mean 
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saean na n)(5^e^ ^aa. |5>:i»JlJ<mi$ the gres^t beings 
God* GtHi who is &t^tj[ w%bv i» whatever way 
we understand the word God^ whether as spoken 
flaetaphysicaHy of the nature of JeSus, or metaphorit^ 
caHy of his virtues, would amount to nothing more, 
pn either supposition, than callii^g hin^ simply God, 
But the stri<k which you, naakein your argument, 
when you go, at one step, from the premises, of a 
person's being alM God, to the conclusion that he 

is really Jehovah ^ and one^ in nature and essence^ with 

• ... 

jtheGod and fcither of J^sus (page 22), is indeed 
immense } reaching not pnierely to climes beyond the 
solar road, but fiven far beyond all that I can con* 
ceive of the utmost bounds, and possible capacities, 
of universal nature ; though you and ycnir sound 
divdnpsjjso gigantic are your conQeptipns^ seem to 
thpik no*more of it thaa if you were cirossing 4 
^ennel^ to go fpotti one side of the streetto the other. 
Oh ! the cfeduiity of human nature ! Do but be* 
gin with it in infancy, and you may so debase th§ 
gift pf Gpd to man^ as scarcely to leave a trace of 
any thing, but his outward form, to distinguish be* 
tween him and the beasts of the fields -^ You may 
degrade the human mind tiH it will shallow any 
thing. You may make it believe that a piece of 
.bread is the body of a man who was buried near 
^eighteen hundred years ago i . Nay more j that the 
*{(on of a galilean carpenter, who died upon the cross, 
is the oninipotent Jehovah, who can neither die nor 
change, " the blessed and only potentate^ the king 
*' of kings, and lord of lords, who only hath im- 
•* jnprtality^ dwelling in the light which vo man 

^^ can 
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^ can approach unto, whom no .man hath ^een, not 
♦^ can sec !'* (i Tim. vi. ifj^) And all this i;^pon na 
other ground than a meris incidental metaphor dxGp% 
in a book, the whole s^jeam ^f whid^ . runs dear^ 
and full, and strong, against all such monstrous cQii^ 
l^eptipns!* • '^^ 

Surely, Sir, you, and your ortjiodox brethren, 
can never allpw youf selves to reflect §eriously an4 
deliberately ^pon the magnitude q£ the point to h$ 
proved, or you iiev^ Wojajd be the dypes of suc^ 
iBrivolous reaiso^ing. When I compare th^ jeaonuity 
pf your ccHidiusions with th? weakness of. y^ur pre;?? 
mise^, I hs^VQ no other al|:ernatiyq but to supposa 
either such a total want of r^ection. a$ I h$iye just 
mentioned, or else tljat the early a^d repeated inculf 
i;ating of the tenet, coupded with the habitual pen- 
s^^asion of its b^g pro£u^ to call ^e truth of it hi 
question, has so subdued your judgments, that, as 

to inc^uiries of this scurt, thfry are like the consdences 

- '  • 

* ** It'^js no wccnder if men' can accommodate scriipturje-expres^ 
9* sions to thdf own dresum and fancied. For wli^n men's fan* 
** cies are so* • possessed with $c;]iemes and ideas of ^c^gios^ 
f* whatever tbtf ^k on gpp^ar& qf. the same shape ^n^ cplpW ' 
<< wherewith their minds we already tinctured, like a. man sick 
of the jaundice, or tl^ looks thro]agh a painted glass, who 
seeth every thing of the same.i^Qloi^r ,that his eye or glass giv^ 
t* it. Ail the metaphors, and sifnilitudes, and allegories of 
f* scripture, are easily applied to their p.urposp; ^d. if any won! 
^ sound like the tinkling of their own fancies, it js no- less than 
^ a demonstration that.^at is theindeaning of the sjtiri^ of God| 
♦* and -every litlile.shado3^ and appearance doth mightily confirm 
f* them in their pre-conoeived c^inions." Dejm ^HUtihocK*9 
piscQurs^ pn Uie Knotirledge of Jesus Christy pag^ 69* 2d ediu 
1674, . . 
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iPatiil speaks of, pferfectly seared with a hot iron, and 
have lost all sense of feeling for any tiling but your 
Cwn prepossessions upon the subject.* 

• That doctrine which makes man to be God, nay 
more, both god and man at the same time, is so con- 
tradictory, I do not say to the probabilities, but to 
every thing we know of the possibilities of reason 
and nature, and, in addition to thisj so at variance 
with the general voice of all revelation, that a free 
and unbiassed mind, arrived at maturity, feels it a 
less vicdent measure to admit the truth of almost any 
supposition sooner than this. Were it true, which 
Is very far from being the case, that the scriptures 
had called Jesus God in such a way^ as that it could 
be understood no otherwise than as an assertion of 
his divine nature, it would be much more easy and 
natural to suppose (harsh as the supposition, with« 



'  *<Chacun qui lit I'Ecriture Sa{n]:eapr^$ avoir juge* avani 
•« que de Pa voir Jamais lue, qu'elle contientce.qu*on lui a en- 
« seigft^y et quf croit qu*en douter un moment est ui\, p6chc qui 
*« merite les flammes de I'enfer, y trouve infaillibiement tous let 
<< dogines de son parti ; et si qu^bjiie expression paroit pen fisivop* 
***able a ces dogmes, on Pinterpr^e par rapport a ce qu'on 
** pense, nialgr^ toutes les r%le$ de la critique, parce qu'on sup* 
<* pose que cela doit-^tre n^cessaireffient atnsi.'' Le Clerc, 
Biblioth^.que Universelle, vol. x. p. S77* 
. *< This is enough to shew you how dangerous it is to pre* 
^ possess our fancies with some arbitrary notions in religioni 
^ which naturally force men to pervert the scriptures to make 
'< them speak the orthodox language* To this we owe all those 
^ nice and subtle distin^ons> which constitute the body of sy8» 
^ tematical divinity, which commonly have no other design* 
^< than to evade xhe force of scripti^e, or to bribe it to speak o]> 
f' ^eir side." X)cao Sif fULOpiCi ybi supraj p. 9S, 

out 
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out something else to corroborate it, would certainly 
be) that the words were interpolated, than that the 
doctrine was that of the scriptures* 

But as the fact stands, there is no occasion for 
this, nor for any supposition, that has the smallest 
harshness in it whatever. All the harshness is on 
the side of those who maintain, and not of those 
who deny, the doctrine. For such is the context 
and connection, such the object and aim of the 
writer, in all those places of scripture (even of your 
own texts, with your own interpretation of them) 
in which the title of God is applied to Jesus, that it 
cannot possiUy be supposed to have any reference 
or allusion to the metaphysical nature and essence 
of our Saviour, without supposing that the writer 
has lugged in head and shoulders, as the phrase is, 
that which is quite foreign to the subject he has in 
hand. The whole design and drift of the author, 
all his views and purposes, tbgether with the rebu 
tiens and dependencies that subsist between the sur- 
rounding words and the word God, conspire to point 
out its figurative meaning.* 

' * Not only in these places, but in many other parts of scrip* 
ture» the common orthodox interpretations (to say nothing of 
the absurd consequences and contradictions which follow from such 
interpretations)) are much more harsh and unnatural in them* 
selves, than those given of the same passages by the Unitarians. 
Was ever any interpretation in this world half so harsh and unna* 
tural) for instance, as that commonly given of the begiiming of 
John's Gospel ? What could ever possess any writer to b^tn a 
bookj without any preface or previous explanation of kis meaningf 
^tb : ** In the beginning was the word^*^ if he meaned to saj 
by that expression, •* In the beginning was Jtsus Christ f ^ And 
yet, from the mere effeft ofiaiif, the ordiodox are grown quite 

iosensibk 



C I4Q 3 

To suppose that the sacred writers, in these pasn 
9»gp&, thoujght of any other meaning, is just as na- 

insensible to tbe harshness of this explanation. ** Every ono 
'^ knows/*' says an othodox writer, " that Chrut is more fre- 
^ quently stikd the word in the uncontested writings of St- John 

«* than elsewhere." " But,'* says Lardner, " though Mr. 

** Twells says every one inawj this ; I must entreat him to make 
«• an exception for me, till somebody has shewn me the several 
** texts of St. John*s uncontested writings, where Christ is sa 
^ c^led ; for at present I do not know of one." Lardner*^* 
Wor^s* vol. iii. p. 122. edit. 1788 ; or Credibility, part ii. vol. iy» 
ju 711. edit. 1740. 

" Of thcf Unitarian interpretations hitherto given of this intro.^ 
.duftion to John's gospel, it has been said that they are harsh> 
forced' and minaturaL Perhaps they may be so ; but certainly 
iH>t in an^ej^^al degree with (he orthodox, interpretation. A 
Unitariaii writer in the old Unitarian Tra^s» 4to« 1692. vol. ii. 
tract yii. .p. 8, " frankly confesses" (to his credit), "that he 
•* does not well understand this dark and difficult" passage, and 
atdds, that he is " not satisfied with either the Arian or Socinian 
9^ explications c^ it ; but least c^ all with the Trinitarian sense**^ 
yhis is ^ sen^ble and manly ^eknowledgment, and I wish ^^ 
commentators,, both sacred aud prophatxe, would oftener mak^ 
these acknowledgments th^n they do* 

With regard to this or that interpretation appearing natural 
or uufuUuralj it is a judicious and philosophical remark of IM 
Priestley, that impressions .pf this sort niay often ^< arise from 
^ npthtng.more rfian former fixed jis$ociations of ideas, whjd^ 

^ may have no foundatipn in truth." "A papist thinky 

^aay other interpretation of. the wordi^. This is my hf^y* thaii 
^ the most literal one, or that which implies the do^ine of 
>* transubstantiation, to be exceedingly unnatural." Preface tO 
|kis English Harmony of tlie Gospels, page v. See also Prefa^^ 
$,0 his *^ Familiar illustration of certain passages xxf Scriptui^,? 
«^ excellent little trad republished in Trades by th^ Uni^tari;^ 
^Society, 1791. 12mo. vol. i. p. 80 and 81. See ^Iso some: goo4 
observations On this subjeA^ in the old Unitarian Tracts, 4t0f 
3691. Tol. L trad, Tbwghtt-tm ^Urkcki rmdkadw^f. 17 a&d lf> 
md tt9&. Brief Hut. p. 23, 
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turaJ as to suppose that Paul thought those personi^ 
who he says made their belly their godj really be- 
lieved that part of their bodies to be possessed of a 
divine nature and essence. You might, with- aS 
'much reason, affirm, that Rousseau, who doubted at 
least, if he did not deny, the existence of all revela- 
tion whatever, believed Jesus to be really Jehovah, 
because he has said in that fine drawn charactet 
which h'e has given of our Saviour, in the fourth 
book of his Emilius: " Oui, si la vie et la mort de 
•* Socrate sont d'un sage, la vie et la mort de Jesus 
*' sont d'un Dieu ;** as to affirm, that the writers of 
the New Testament believed it, because they, speak- 
ing of the same person, hjve used the same word irt 
the same way. To giv^ the^ title of God to humaA 
beings, is not without example, either in sacred 
writers, or profane. In the Old Testament, not 
only Moses, but ordinary magistrates, are so called^ 
In the New (Acts xii. 22.), we find it ^ven to Herod- 
In Philo we find the Emperor Augustus praised for 
being displeased with' the title, t« Se juh roag C-TrsppyKoig 

A 

h.iyodo TK| ivvxfpaivuv. Leg. ad Caium. voL ii. p. 5$8> 
lin. 20, edit. Mangey. And in the next page, liite 

43, he says of Caligula I'o fs Tocio; la'ujov c^frupXtotrs, 7t 

Afycdv [Aovov^ otXXa xat oiofAivoq s^uoc^ 5'fo?. And Gregory 
Nazianzen calls himself and his party ^<:?^^, because 
they worshipped the trinity : ^m ii% rf%<xi9q nr/iortui*' 
»/A6irt);, vol. i. p. 440, B. edit. 1 609. 

Thus it appears that we could conclude nothing 
,as to the nature and essence of Jesus from his being 

calkd 
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catUd God, even if the sacred writers hsid frequenffy 
applied the term to him : because there is no doubt 
that they spoke and wrote as the rest of mankind 
did. And had they meaned to speak otherwise, 
more especially if they had intended to use such a 
term in so very extraordinary a way, such was the 
open simplicity and plainness of their characters, 
that they would have explained themselves in the 
amplest and fullest manner. But the titlp of God 
is not frequently, but on, the contrary very rarely, 
gjven to Jesus in scripture, I think, as I said in a 
former letter, in not more than one indisputable pas- 
sage throughout the New Testament, Both jews 
and christians were averse to bestowing it on any 
living being, because, to their, credit, they abhorred 
such flattery : but neither jew nor christian, sacred 
or prophane, in those early times, ever conceived 
that any person would be so mad as to suppose that 
any thing more was meaned by the title than a mere 
metaphor.* ' 

Those who treat of the evidences of Christianity, 
consider, and justly consider, the incidental mention 

 ** He who wouTd be an honest reader of books, who hath no 
** mind to turn every thing into- burlesqUe, ought carefully to 
<« distinguish between proper and allusivef, or metaphorical eac- 
** pressions, to consider the use of words and phrases, and the 
•* great variety of diale^ls, and the peculiar modes of speaking 
** in every language, and in every age, and to urge metaphors 
** no further than their first intention ; without which we may 
^ deal by all authors, as these men deal by the scripture, make 
«* them speak nonsense, or (as they use to call them), venerable 
«* mysteries,* and overdirow and contradi^ their own design." 
SasKtocs's Knowledge of Christ, p. 82. 

o£ 
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of tlie books in which therreHgion is contaix^ed^ as 
a clear and decisive proof that those books must 
have been extremely well known, at the time they 
were thus mentioned, and in all probability very 
current ^ ?imong christians long before. Thus, for 
instance, when Papias, who lived in the days of the 
apostle John, tells us, not formally and directly that 
Matthew wrote one gospel and Mark another j but^ 
assuming this as a thing perfectly well known, tells 
us in what language the former wrote, and from 
what source the latter drew his account ; it is in- 
ferred, that these gospels must have publicly borne 
the names of those evangelists at that time, and pro- 
bably long before. (See Paley's Evidences of Chris- 
tianity, part. i. chap. 9. sect. i. No. 6.) 

Now this argument is equally applicable to the 
subject before us. For if the divinity of Jesus be at 
all mentioned in those passages from w hich you and 
your orthodox brethren deduce it, most assuredly 
it is not formally and directly laid down, but only 
mentioned incidentally. The doctrine is certainly not 
the main object of the writer, not that which he is 
principally labouring to prove j but a thing to which 
he only makes a casual allusion in passing. If there- 
fore the passages do refer to the doctrine, it is dear, 
from the way in which they mention it, that it 
must have been a doctrine commonly received, and 
extremely well known and familiar among christians 
at the time when the New Testament was written, 
•and probably long before. 

But this is whaf no polemic that I have met with 

(one 



(one alone excepted*) has ever. been' so sturdy is iO 
pretend. It is what no one, who reflects a moment, 
ever canjvnth. a shadow of reason, pretend ; if he is^ 

• r > • - 
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* Mr. HawSins, the Bampton LeAurer for 1787, seems to 
maintain this, when, .speaking^of the divinity of Jesus, he says 
(p. 59), " If this dodrine, was the dodirine of the church, pre- 
*« viously to thepuhlicatioti'tJftiie iioly writings, they are ^uffi- 
•* ciently full and explicit for the latisfaftion, or conftrxnation of 
« christians of all ages ; if otherwise, here" [i. c. in the scrip- 
tures] ** is more than enough to perplex and misguide them, 
•* and to lead them into errors of the first magnitude." 

Can then this reverend gentleman believe, that such a revolu- 
tion in the sentiments of the first christians, as thii;^co\AdL take 
place, and leave no trace behind it ? A revolution- more asto- 
nishing than any,that the world ever witnessed I Can hfc believe 
that the disciples of Jesus should converse with him as a mere 
man, should see him live and die like a man, and afterwards be 
thus completely settled in the persuasion of his being the al- 
mighty God, without leaving behind them so much as a hint of 
the? transhtdn of their rtiinds from one opinion to the other, with- 
out taking the least notice of 'the means by which a change so 
amazing ^was produced ? To find him to be God, whom they 
^ad suppQsed to be nothing more than a man, must have 
excited the most astonishing emotions of wonder, and surprize, 
must have filled their minds with such solemn aweful thouo;hts, 
as aould not fail to make the 'deepest and most lasting impres- 
stons» And can it be supposed, tliat not a syllable should l)e 
recorded of such a total alteration of opinion, nor of the cauqp 
which produced it, nor of the sensations which it occasioned? 
Or can it be supposed, that if these things had ever been re* 
corded, all records of them should be so entirely lost, as not to 
leave behind them so much as a memorial of their having ever 
•listed ? And wiiat is more extraordinary, that this should hap- 
pen when we have so many writings of the first christian^ still 
extant ! He that can belieT^e that such things can be so wholly 
lost, and die away, may believe that all the original story o£ 

.christiaxutj 



acquainted with the scriptures, and has but a ttiodi* 
Yate knowledge of ecclesiastical hiitory: in the first 
of which there ?ire no traces of the feet, while in the 

cliristianity may have died away ; and that what we noW read 
in the sacred writings is another story which had stepped into 
Its place. And if such belief were valid^ there Would be an 
end of the evidences of our religion. (See upoji this, PiJey's 
Evidences, part i. ch. vii. and particularly pages IH, 115, 135^*' 
and 133, vol. i. Svo^ edit.) 

Some observations of a writer In the " Theological Reposi^ 
** tory," arguing against the Arian hypothesis, are very appli* 
fable to this hypothesis of Mr. Hawkins's also. •* Whenever,*" 
says he, ** the revelation of a thing so highly interesting^ and un^ 
^ expected, as this must have been, had been made to the dis- 
** ciples of our Lord, their wonder and surprize must have been 
" such, as we should have found some traces or intimations of 
•* in their writings. Nor can it be supposed, that a thing of $6 
** wonderful a nature as this^ could have been announced to 
^ the body of christians, who certainly had not, at first, the 
•* most remote idea of such a thing, without exciting an astO* 
" nishment that could not have been concealed, and such specu- 
", lations and debates as we must have heard of. And yet the 
*' apostles, and the whole christian world, are supposed to have 
** passed, from a state of absolute ignorance concerning thg^ 
'< nature of their lord and master (regarding him in the fami*- 
*< liar light of a friend and brother), to the full convidion of 
** his being" the God of heaven and earth, *< without leaving 
•« any intimations by which it is possible for us to learn, in what 
*• manner so wonderful a communication was made to them, 
*f or of the eflfe^ls that it had on their own minds, or those of 
" others." Vol. iii. p. 3^1. 

No ; the dodlrine of our Saviour's divinity never couU have 
been the doftrine of the church previously to the publication 
of the holy writings, unless the whole face and appearance of 
things were to be completely changed. And the only proper 
inference that can be drawn from Mr. Hawkins's making the 
supposition, is, that he felt the scripture-proofs, as they are 
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tezonithat is abundant cvideiicc of the contx^^ 
For thqu^ the doctrme now spreads itself over so 

•m 
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called, of the Aoctnrie, to be ^o weak and Inconclusive, that 
be was very desirous of having sometliing else to rest his faith 
»pon. And this is pnrtty mtich the case with other advocates 
for these mysterieft. They are willing to allow that none of 
these thtegs can be proved from scripture, as soon as ever they 
.can find any thing. else to substitute in the room of such miser- 
ably slender proof. Thus the papists have not only confessed, 
but coatended, that the trinity cannot be proved from scripture. 
Hi iinanimi consensu negant S. Trinitatis unam essentiam in 
tacris literis esse revelatam : says Sandtus, in his Nucleus Hu^ 
foria Eccksiasiica, pag. 152. edit. Colon. 1676. 4to. ; and he fills 
some pages with extra^s from the writings of numbers of theiri, 
m proof of the assertion. See also. Brief Hist, of Unitanatui 
in Unitarian TraAs, 4to. 16D1. vol. i. page 45, coL ii. Thej 
atdmit the church, and tradition, and fathers, and councils^ as 
rules of faith : but Mr. Hawkins being excluded by his protes* 
tantism from these supports for his mysteries, and feeling him- 
self equally distressed by the insufiiciency and weakness of 
scripture-proof, is reduced to the necessity o£ taking it for granted^ 
that our Saviour's divinity is a point that was settled before the 
publication of the New-Testament ; and so rs hot proved^ but 
only alluded iOy in Scripture. 

The anonymous author of a ** Vindication of the Trinity,** 
in tliree parts, written In 1753, in reply to Bishop Clayton's 
*^ Essay on Spirit," who is said to have been Dr. Thomas Ran-' 
dolj>hy late Professor of Divinity, at Oxford (see Monthly Re- 
View, Old Series, voL xi. p. 372), has also declared, that the 
« divinity of Jesus is rather strongly intimated^ Azsi plainly taugbt^*^ 
fn the Scriptures, " because Jesus fouad himself obliged ta 
•* speak and act with great caution and reserve.*' Upon which 
an opponent makes some very good observations, and, among 
other things, asks j ** What, caution and reserve^ in a v point** 
which you deem, " of such vast importance ? Rem tantam t^ 
** negligenter ?...... And is an intimation sufiicient to prove a 

•* do^ine of so very difficult, and abstruse, and withal of sck 

•♦important 
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Isurge a space of christian ground,* no one can read 
the fathers of the church without seeing what hard 
and long continued struggles it cost the monster to 

" important a nature?" (See Monthly Reviewi ibid. p. IflS 

and 127.) 

And it is observed by the authors of the Unitarian TraAs,! n 
4to. i691> 8cc. that there is not a text of any consequence in 
the controversy, but what has been given up by some or othef 
of the principal critics among the Trinitarians ; so that among 
theni they have given away the victory to their adversaries* 
This, they say, has been shewn by Sandius^ in a treatise called 
Scrlptura Trinltatis Rfyelairix, which he wrote under the bor* 
rowed name of Cingallus, They affirm this to be the case with 
protestants a$ well as catholics ; and they call upon Trinita* 
nans to point out such a text : but the call was never answered* 
See Unitarian Trades, vol. i. tra6t Brief Hut. p. 12 and 45 ; and 
▼oL ii. tradt i. p. 3. ; and vol iii. tradt viii. p. SB. 

It is not to be wondered at, that Mr. Hawkins should feel 
the scriptures to be weak and insufficient on these points. A 
man who sets about to deduce the trinity from the appointment 
of the Lord** day^ and from a text so decisive for the unity as 
1 Cor. viii. 6. " To us there is but one God, the father," which, 
I think, rivals Ambrose's pfoof from John xvii. 3. (See note in 
page 9i)t and who can make the swen spirits, in Rev. i. 4. to 
be the one person of the holy ghost, thus making up in all imrr. 
persons ; or rather, as Dr. Wallis calls them, nine somewbatSf i. e« 
a trinity of trinities, in this truly incomprehensible mystery ; 
cannot well do otherwise than feel the weakness of scripture<- 
proofs. Proofs^ call you them 1 By my faith, if this is your 
way of proving, you, may prove what you will, from such a 
note of wax I 

* But though trinitarians are numerous, they are by no means 
pne party, except in name ; nor probably is there so many of 
them) of any one description, as there are of unitarians. When 
they condescend to say what they mean by believing in the tri* 
nity, there is no such thing as finding teh of them entirely of a 
l&ind* When the controversy was agitated at the close of the 

L2 • . 17th 
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Woii: its way.- Tliough aided and abetted by pritt- 
cipalitiej atid powers, by the rulers of the darknesi' 
gf this world, and by spiritual wickedness in high 
places, its progress has been marked by most slow 
and painful gradations. It has been compelled to 
fight its way up, inch by inch, and to carry on the 
contest from century to century. And never to this 
hour has it been left in quiet and undisturbed pos- 
session of any part of Christendom. So far is it 
from any pretensions to its having been a well known 
familiar tenet, commonly received and peaceably 
taught before the writing of the New Testament ! ^ 

17th century, it was reckoned that there vrere forty diflferent tri- 
nities which had been defended in writing. (See Unitarian 
Tra(5ts, 4to. vol. ii. trad i. pages 8-10.) And a later inqtiirer 
observes, that ninety different trinities are to be madeotrt of the 
different explanations that have been given of only two words 
Ml the controversy, viz. nature and person. (See Taylor's Ben 
Mordecai's Apology, vol. i. p. 75. edit. 8vo. 1784. Sec also 
p. 66, SI-, &c. ; and for Bishop Stillingfleet's enumeration of 
different trinities, see ibid. p. 21 3. J 

* It is curious to see the different fancies of those who, one 
way or another, will have 1 trinity. Mr, Hawkins takes it foi 
granted, that the dodlrine was fully and clearly taught, and 
quietly acquiesced in, before the publication of the holy writings. 
Petav'iusy on the contrary, affirms, and the generality 6f trini- 
tarians agree witli that learned writer ^n this point, that " the 
** catliolic church accommodating itseif, through prudential 
^ reasons, to human weakness, came not to the full professioa 
«* of its doiitrines, but by little and little, and by certain de- 
<* grees.** (See Taylor's Ben Mordecai, vol. i. p. 191 ; or Peta- 
vius de Trintt. lib. ii. cap. vii. sect, ii.) Petavius also allows, 
that the ante-nicene fathers were Arians* ( See Taylor, ibid* 
p. 183, and also p. 45-59.) 

All this serves to shew^ how weak^men feel die scripture«>proof 
of the do<5lrine to be* . One party (^ those who opposed thetri* 

nity. 
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No, Sirf the only true way of accountiiig -for 
those incidental expressions which theologians xlislo^ 
cate and torture in order to make tfaem speak the 
language of their school-bred systems, is by suppose* 
ing, what all history confirms, that the doctrine wa$ 
never known, nor thought of, till long after the 
l^ew T^tament was written. The writers of that 
book had no more conception that any body co^d 
ever be so extravagant as to conceive tliat Jesus wai$ 
^ really Jehovah,' than the writers of the Old Testae 
ment had, that any body would conceive JVSboses; or 
a civil m^strate, to be Jehovah* - And . it wasi foY 
ihis reason, and for this alone, that both the one 
and the other gave the title of God to a human bc^ 
ing, without scruple or hesitation. / 

Had f hey been aware of the folly and absurdity 
xsf suc^eding ag^s, had they enter^tsdjied the xwst 
xiistant suspicion that such a doctrine ever coM be 
broached, the writers of the New Testament wojul^ 
-have been as careful to avoid applying to their tt\^ 
€er, not only the term C^rf, bpt every other metar 
phor which theologues have so nmch miscons.truei^ 

nity, were hraudad viith the name of Scnpturarians. See ibid. 
p. 176. Petavius says, that such as attempt to peeve the trinity 
J>y scripti|re alone, sudare plus satis eos neces^e est, et s^o ^irti* 
iicio.superari; D.e Trinitate, lib. iii. ca,p. ^i. sec^ i^* Andevep 
^Sherlock, a strenuous defende^r .of the do<^ri^e, did ,not ^c^em to 
jbe willing that tbe^question shoi^ld be decided by the sc.riptures 
•only. See Unitar. Tx?.<^s. 4to. 1691. vol. i. tra(ft .on the Adts of 
«Athanasius, pu 3,. I have before observed, that a\l the texts have 
i>eQa given up by pne or other of the trinitarians. See« in addi- 
|ion to .the reCerences qited i;i the note, in page ,H7^ the Unitar. 
Ilrads, vol. ii. tradl last, p. 30. 

' ^ L3 and 
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tad abused, as thdr master himself, had he suspected 
that such .a thing as transubstantiation ever could 
have been conceived, would, no doubt, have been 
Co avoid the words, this is my body* But the sober 
and rational Jesus, though during the very short pe- 
.tiod of his ministry he saw much of the fpUy and 
tnadness of his fellow-creatures, had no more notion" 
that they could ever proceed to such a pitch of in- 
£itaation as to maintain that a piece of bread was 
really his body, than they could ever maintain that 
% stock of wood (John x. 7. xv. 1.) or a stone 
(i Cor. X. 4.r) was really that body. And in. like 
manner his first and most rational ^ disciples, whose 
thoughts and words were wholly moral and. never 
metaphysical, or theological, had no more idea that 
•* eye would ever see, or ear hear, or that it would 
<* enter into the heart of man," however they or 
any one else might incidentally express themselves, 
that the crucified Jesus was really Jehovah, than they 
had that the jews conceived him to be really Bed- 
:£ebub (Matt, x, 2^5.), or that Paul thought him to 
to be really Adam ( i Cor. xv. 45.), Or that either 
jew or gentile, would ever suppose him to be really, 
either a lamb, or a lion (John i. 36. Rev. v.^5.).* 

 Sir Isaac Newton, who, it appears, was what y6ii call a 5!^ 
Mian, and who lanlented Dr. Clarke's embracing jfrianltntf 
Which opinion he feared had been, and would be, a g^eat ob- 
ttTVL6iion to the progress of christiatfity, declared to. his friend 
Hopton Haynes,Esq. his persuasion, ih^X, the time ^-vjimld cdme, 
^vken the doctrine of the incarnation^ as commonly recetwdi would Ar 
"exploded as an absurdity equal to transubstantiation, Se^ P^E^ xyiii. 
of the preface to voL i. of Baron's tradisy callec^ A Cordial 
^* for low Spirits.'* * 

Indeedi 
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I myself, satined as I ui tHat the doctrine h 
l&he aft'd tiiiscriptutal, shodld have ho dbgection to 
bestow the dtie of God upon a man, whom, for hii 
divine, adorable virtues, I could almost fall down 
and worship, were it not that I never open the New 
Testament without meeting with something in every 
page of it which seems to say : " See thou do it not, 
for r am thy fdlow-servant, and of thy brethren 
the prophets, and of them which keep the sayings 
** of this book : worship God'* (Rev. xxii. 9.) ; I 
say, persuaded as I am, from scripture, that Jesus 
was no more than a mere man, I should feel no oI> 
jection to give him the title of God for his virtues, 
were it not that I live in times when I see to what 
gross and monstrous conceptions such language is 

Indeed^ transtAstdntuOimi if ^61 a }Ot more cdntradi^knry to 
reason than the srhdty is. And as to scriptare«evidence» the 
former l|tJB greatly the advantage -over the looter. For> if 7011 
do but grajit the papists their own interpretation of one single 
text, (Matt, xxvu 26.), their tenet is proved at once ; whereas 
the trinitarians ainst have their own * interpretations of many 
texts, taken from very remote parts of scnpture.iwliich have n^ 
comie^tni mt}i each other,, grai&fied ^em, before they can prove 
MrnijBteif, Add to diis^ that transubstnnUiUhn \^ no wheft 
expressly <;ontradi6ted in ^cfipture ; but tha Jivhi^y of Jcsu% 
xipon which the trintty depends, is denied and declared to he 
false by the apostles, in terms as positive, direS, and explicit, 
as can well be conceived '2 ^see John xvit. 5u 1- Cor. vUi. 6. 
£phes. iv. 6k)> for, as long as these passages stand in ^ Btbte^ 
it is ifiipo^sihle that the sm can be God^ unless, he be the father 
^so ; a flight that even trinitarians do not soar to •! For som^ 
parallels between transuhstantiation and the trinity j see the Unita- 
rian Tr^as, 1691, 4to. vol. i. traift on Mystery^ pagefe 2&-22. ; 
andSjc-dL \u trift i/p. 3-5. ; and traft ii. p. 4. " 
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perverted* lihc sVTCfJ. .wpt;firsi ht^viDg wvcr ^t* 
xiessed such pery^rsiony and leaving, no suspicion 
that; ij^ eyer could. ^. >yil:»es^fij pjade xasfi of this and 
similar 'inetaphorsgj without being aware of the ob-< 
jcction. ^ , 

Consider, Sir, I once more entreat you, the nature 
of the doctrine, its awful and appalling . rmfffitude. 
Consider the nature o£ the supposed proof, a mwe 
passing allusion. And then consider the character of 
those whoni you suppose to have believed and 
taught the astonishing, tenet. . Consider the plain, 
open, unreserved J declaration which they every 
Vhere make of their sentiments-; their direct and 
full manner of. V shelving ajjl, thin^,^* and of declar- 
ing, " at all, seasons,'" " all the counsel of God," 
(Acts XX. 35. 18. 27). Having, after their master's 
resurrection, renounced j4l earthly hpp^ and fears, 
they had nothing " to manlage or to dread." They 
Were the disciples of a man, who himself spake 
openly to the world (John :^viii. 20.), arid who 
commanded them to preach his doctrine on the 
house-tops^ (Matt;* x. 27.) ; and they executed th^e 
commission with resolutioD, unreservedncsis, and 
fidelity, speaking' the word of God with all boldness 
ind freedom (Acts iv. 13, 17 — 20. 29. 3^. xiv. 3. 
5cix. 8. xx-^. 26. Ephes. vi. 19, 20.), and keeping 
back nothing that was profitable, but shewing and 
teaching puUicly from house to house (Ajd:s xx.iao. 
and comp. Psal. xl. i o.) the things which concern 
the lord Jesus Christ, with all confidence,' no man 
fqrbidding them (Acts xxviii. 3 1 •)• !. . 

Were these the men to teacli a doctrine so impor< 
.' '» I ^ ta»t 
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ttnt as you deein tbat of our Saviour's diianity ; a 
doctrine so amazing, a doctrine so very repugnant 
to every thing in reason and in nature, a doctrine 
which requires to be laid down with authority so 
full, express, and positive, and to be ass^ted in 
terms so explicit and unequivocal, before any think- 
ing mind can admit the . slightest idea of it} were 
these, I a&k, . the men tQ, ;teaqh a doctrine like ,this» 
by incidental e:|pFessions /capa^ of metaphorical cs^" 
planation, by. oblique hints, casual notices, and pai« 
sing allu^ons ? Were thejse the men likely to leave 
a thing^ of this sort to be collected by inference and 
deductUn^ from a few scattered and obscure intima* 
tions, fron:i the petty observations of a grammariaa 
upon the omission of a greek article, or the plurality 
of a hebrew noun ? No, Sir, No. Such a doctrine 
was never taught, by such men, in fuch a way! 
< Had they ever intended to teach it, and $tiU more 
had they been commissioned by heaven to teach it, 
we should have read it in their writings as dearly, 
copiously, and unequivocally, as we do in those of 
the most eiqplicit and orthodox of the fathers, let 
hini be whp ]^ will, not excepting the exquisite au-' 
thor of that incomparable piec^, Quicunque vulU*^ 
Whatever they thought profttable for doctrine,. 

« 
« - • 

^ /< Bishop B^veridge (Expositionf p. 163], stytes the Atha- 
*< nasian an incomj^arahk creed ; and I do most cordially subscribe 
" to the truth of the assertion. For, of all the monuments, in 
'^humkil nature, of presumption, arrogance, and conceit, which 
«* the history pf past ages has left on record, I knowjof none 
«. which TQ^j be fitly compared to this," Wilton*$ Review of 
jomeofthe/irtidet of the Church of England^ j« 91. 8vo. I??*. 

. for 
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for riproof) for corredion, for ifistmctiM in rlgl^ 
teousness, and much more whatever they thought 
ncccssiry for salvation, whi€h some pretend to bft 
the case'%^th this tenet, the sacred writers, using 
great {Vainness of speech, taught openly, explicitly, 
■and repeatedly, in season and out of season (2 Tim» 
iii. iC.-i— 4v. 5. and 1 Cor, iii. 12). They left no doubt 
of th^ meaning in such cases, no question whether 
they spbke literally or metaphorically, nothing for 
thdr^&tiCG^ssOrs to do but to repeat again what they" 
had repeated over and over in the plainest, fullest^ 
and md^tv unambiguous terms before. The very 
doubt, therefore, that hangs over the few, scanty, 
casru^- passage, from tehich the theological alchymy 
of the- darker ages his extracted such a capkt mor-' 
fuum^ is sufficient* to shew that it is not the design 
of those passages to^ teach any thing of the kind. 

But when, in addition to this doubt,, we see the 
doctrine contradicted, both expressly in many par- 
ticular places of scripture, such as John xvii. j* 
1 Con viiL 6. Ephes. iv. 6. &c* &c. which affirm po^^ 
sitivcly that the father of Jesus is the only true God, 
and also generally contradicted .by the whole tenor 
of holy w>it : when we observe, moreover, to what 
Qiiserable shifts -and expedients the advocates for 
these mysteries are forced to have recourse, in or4er 
to evade the clear aiid full testimony against them. 
Such as the strange, unintelligible jargon of two na- 
tures in. ope person,* of two sorts of gods, an essen- 

**Itls truly wonderful, that any rational' being should be 

imposed upon by this theological hocus-pocusy^ by which sound /£f- 

'omes pretend that t&ey call, m Spke of the immutable' laws of 

• * nature^ 
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idal god and a personal god^ and one kfioiK^ not HoW 
many more abtfurdities, of which there is not the 
roost distant hint in scripture:* i;rhen we see- with. 
what clumsy buttresses they prop Up the ificoheflsnt 
parts of their incongruous inis^hapen^ fabric v we 
gaze with perfect astonishment at the ];nagiir and 

nature, change a corruptible man Ihto the uncpxtuptible God : 
nay 9 ivhat is more astonishing^ c^n ^-change him, tharhe shall 
not be changed, but though perfe^ God, shall still continue tQ 
be perfect man^ that is, to be God and not Gpd, man and not 
man at the same time i But when onto men, calling themselves 
christians, forsOok the simple moral religion of Jesus, and went 
a whoring after their own metaphysical inTentions; in process 
of time, their foolish hearts became so darkened hf their rain 
imaginations (Rom. i. 21), that tHe^ were brought to- believe^ 
that where religion began, common sense was '«t an end i and 
there was no fraud, however gross ^nd despicably, but what 
might be pra^ised with more or Irti success upon tfiteir eredu» 
lity. They -believed that all the laws of the universe might be 
overturned, and set aside, by a greek article ! 

* For some specimens of the charming consequehees wEfeli 
flow from the contemptible fidi<m oft*wo natures m cneptrimt see 
the Unitarian Tracts, .4to. 1691 >&c. vol. i. tm€t upon tbe A&f 
of Athanasitu^ page 29, and tra6l of Bruf Hist, 9f UmtarUmSf 
page 46 ; and vol. ii, tradt ii. p. 6, 7> and 14. See also Taylor*^ 
Apology of Ben Mordecai, vol. i. p» 116*-120; and Mr. Lind« 
sey's Catechist, Inquiry the 6th : and for an illustration of t)ie 
other anti-christian fidion of a personal and an essential Godt 
producing Gods two in iW, and four in number^ see Unitarian 
Trails, 4to. voL i. A8s of Athanas. p* IS. These inventions are 
mere theological subterfuges, coined to evade the palpable con* 
tradidlions which result both to reason and scripture, from the 
dodrine of a^ trinity^ which, however, they do ^9/ evade, but 
only remove to a little further dist^ce. It ii| just Bie case of 
the Indian supporting the world, first /with his elephant, theih 
with his tortoise, &c. S^c. At every shift the difBttilty M^reo/ert 
to the t^itarian at leasts if not to' the Indian. 

, fascinating 
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fK<^4Pg^ poivtr of: , rciligiov j proptdicdinstSIled ih 
caTj^y l^fe^i and vph6ld by an aweful, superstitious 
^es^.qf inquiring into a subject weakly deemed too 
sacred for humw- investigation ! 
.. Here^ Sir, I dose. my observatioos oql the matter 
gf your Remairks.'* I have still something to say 

.  One thing, more, however^ I cannot wholly omit to notice, 
«n4-^f^t^l^ jom curwu znodeof reasoning in your notes, pages 
5» 11» and 12. J^su^, .]^pn ^aj, m\\%t be x^e'<i\^e^ oi 4uprenu 
worship^ because he i$ inention6d7ai;f//y with God, in the follow- 
ing t^f**«nl Thess- iiu IJ,^ 1 Tim^i. 1 and 2^2 Ti/n. L *2, Tit. i. 4, 
^Jo* 6^. 2 Cor. i. 2, Ep.hes. i.. % v?. ?3, Gkil. i. 3, Philem- 3^ 
What^ xliarming thing a conjundUon is I Much virtue in if I 
tay^ ^Qi^^tone. N9,n$^ a^..all, sa^ Ij^ compared with andl-r 
You: rcertatnly must, Sirv have a coalition with Ambrose, as I 
recomaaeti4^ ^ A^y 4th letter, (note upoo-p. 93)« And do you 
le^i^ fhl^k.t^at Jesus vf^ks prayed tp, in any one of these texts I 
Bj the <am^ sort of Ambro^ian logi^, the s£veH spirits ( Rev. i. 4)^ 
must b^.iMi]|)!remely worshipped^ and iprayed to ; David must be 
voonbipped (1 Chroa. xxix.. ^), aQ|d JSamuel must ht feared 
£ l/danu oii^ 18), as God. And» in like manner, when a pro- 
testant ^%r^2A many a good protestant does say, '< God and* 
*t ^1-8994 angels 'guide yo\i on 'your way,*' your logic makes 
hjm- to'be'one that/m>r to and worships angels, and turns ghim 
into a staunch papist in a moment.*^^ AngfeU and ministers of 
** grace^ defend us !** I wa^rg^ing to say, had not the fear of 
being .maile a papist .mysqlf ,^t9od in xaj/m^Y^ ^^7* ^ every 
^xjofiemsif is to bfe thus tuimetd into z prayer and supplication, 
you ni,ay -piov^ (hat ma^y an honest man in this country offers 
Uf^ s^f0-eme otforship' to tlKT df vil .himsel£ Up^n this subjeft of 
Won»hipping and praying to Jesus, I would reconunend you to 
s^bd what is.g^id in Unttariau'^Tra^, 4to. vr>l. iL traA iii* p2g» 
46-o0 1 and,4si Qiodern Tr^&, publbhed by the Unitarian SoU 
ciety, vok it. 479U: Ir^mo. tna^ 4tb, pag. 10*-22 ; and the latter 
i^.t^q ^ifkS^i^tipnspi^li^h^ iin 1779, 8yo. by the good and: 
-eyery. v^a-^ aWfthy Mr* Lindsey ; and .the .6th section of hi*' 
** Examination of -RdbiftsDatfsuiPtebVi ?• lOr^^MiUi 1769. . . 
Ji Your 
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on the ittatiiier cf them, I do not mean the want 
of perspicuity and precision in expressing your idea^, 
which I have before noticed as far as was necessary 

Your conclusion is no less curiotu, Irhcn yon infer (p. 8 and 9j$ 
that l>ecause Jesus is called a shepherd^ and God is also called a 
theph(^dj therefore Jesus is God. "Oh ! most lame and inipo- 
" tent conclusion !'* (Shaksp.) Saul is called king of Israel 
(1 Sam. xxiv. 14), and God is also called king of Israel (Isad 
xliv. 6.), therefore Saul is God ! The Lord have mercy tipoh 
us ! If the Bible, in its objeft and design, 'had not been one of 
the plainest and simplest books in the world ; if it had not been 
its only purpose to make us good and happy; and if that pur- 
jpose had not filled every page of it, it must long since Have 
been overwhelmed by the treatment it has met with. No othei" 
book was ever so used, or rather* so abu^se'd^as this ''has"beem 
No other look could hare survived ffiich usage. That it stiH 
continues to answer its design, and W do good among, us, after 
»t has been so bedaubed, so pitched arid' plastered over wiA 
one silly conceit or another, proves its consummate excellence, 
•jprov^s how copious and full, how constant, steady, -and true it 
is to its -main end and objedV, so that there is no way of wholly 
putting out its moral light, ilnless every chapter, nay, almost 
every verse of it, be completely bunged up with theology. I 
bonder no body ever took it into his head to maintain, that tt 
ought to be read ^^rfo^^oy, one line forwards, and the next back- 
wards, or up and down, like the Chinese, or that the two co- 
lumns, where it is so printed, ought to be read across, in the 
manner of Papyrlus Cursor. If it is to be ncplmned sa- differently 
from all other books, I do not see why it may not be rend dift 
ferently from all other books. If common sense is to be wholly 
laid aside in expounding it, why may we not as well lay aside 
common sense in reading it \ I verily believe, even then, it would 
look more like a book pf morality than any thing else. , 

But, Sir, I imust tell you another thing. Most of these texts 
from which you draw your inferences about joint prayer to 
Jesus, require to be a little corre<5led in the version : and if you 
were for mending the common translation of the New Testa<- 

* merit 



to* our purpose; nor the ^podtlvC) decisive tone 
which you assume, when ypu speak of your inter- 

mentt you would have done well to have fixed upon these texts, 
instead of those which you fancyto be new proofs of the divi- 
nity of Jesus. You would then have seen, that if there were 
any praydr, or supplication ^i/ ^7// contained in themi it -would 
only be addressed to on^'bemg, the God of Jesus. Thus! Tim. 
L 1, should be rendered i ** according to (not by J the coxnmand- 
^ noent of God» ^Viour of US| and lord of JesUs Christ." Sb 
Tit. i. 4, *♦ from God, father and lord_ of Jesus Christ ;** and 
S Cor. i. 2, ^ from God, father of us, and lord of Jesus Christ;" 
and so likewise, Ephes. i. 2* vi. 23. Philenu 3., and in many, 
of the usual salutations of the New Testament, such as Rom* 
I 7, 1 Cor. i. 3, Philip, i. 2, Coloss, i. 2, 1 Thess. i. 1, 2Thess. 
L 2, &c ^c. As to 1 Tim* i« 2, and 2 Tim. i. 2, there is some 
variation in the reading of the MSS* and versions. If we fol- 
low that reading, which omits ifMn after tjarposf we may then 
render the words, *' from God, father and king of Jesus, the 
^ lord of us«" That CirUt is equivalent to iingy appears from 
Mark xy. S% Luke xxiii. 2, among other passages, and also 
from Lactantius, Institut. lib. iv. cap. vii« Chrutus . . • • . nun- 
enpatio potestatis^ et regni ; sic enim Judsi reget sups appella^ 
bant. Vol. i. p. 287* edit. Dufresnoy. And that God is stiled 
4m/9 appea]:s also, from Psal. xxiv, 7-10. xlvii. 2. Q-Sy and many 
other places of scripture. . Or, if we follow th& reading which 
retains i^t^tn after vetrfos^ we may then render the words either $ 
•* father of us and king of Jesus,'* as before j or, " father of uv 
** and of Christ Jesus.'V As to Galat. i. 3. the Alexandrian and 
eeveral other MSS. fathers, 6cc. have v/aa/v after ^arpos, instead 
of after jcvf <«, and some omit inf^uf altogether, which is approved 
by Mill and Bengelius. According to either of these readingSf 
this text will rank with the foregoing. And in 2 John 3, if we 
either omit 3i«, or read m instead of it, with some MSS. this 
will also rank with the rest. Or xat may be rendered by rom s 
•* Evai the lord of Jesus." Or, which I prefer to any other ex- 
planation, and from the lord Jesus^ may mean from his precept| 

and 4odrinej from our making Jesus lor4 by becoming his set* 

5an^ 
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pretationa as the plainest grammatical coi^tructioos 
(page 22), and tsJk of th^ unguestionabk proo^s^ the 
tlear and /z^// declarations, &c. of Christ's divinity 
{pp. 9, note, 12, note, 30, 38, 49, 54, &c-)i but 1 
mean the harsh, narrow, and uncharitable way in 
which you mention those who interpret the scrips 
tures differently from yourself. 

You use the word Socinian just as the vulgar do 
every religious and political denomination, exc€;pt 
that which happens to describe themselves, namely, 
as a term of reproach, and not as a name of discri- 
mination. You call them apostates '(page 30), and 
sadducees (p. 42), and charge them with calumny^ 
arrogance (44), and impiety (42, 46, 51). And you 
represent them as clamorous for a new translation 
of the scriptures, for the sole purpose of supporting 
a favourite system contradicted, as you affirm, by 
the plainest grammatical construction, and which a 
more dose and literal version, you tell us, must ne- 
cessarily cut up by the roots (pp. 22 and 44). 

Now, Sir, what is there more disgraceful, or more 
destisrving of reproach in a man's being a socinian, 
than in his being a lutheran, a calvinist, or an armir 
nian ? Socinus \^as not inferior to any of the refor- 
mers in learning, in morals, or in piety, as you may 
know if you will read his life, which I suspect, from 
your censures, you have not yet done.* Were any 
person, therefore, to embrace the reUgious opinion* 

i 
I 

¥ The latest and best account of Socinus is contained in tha 
■<* Mismoirs of his life ancf Writings," by Joshua Toulxnin, M, A. 
8ro. 1777, the worthy and respectable minister of 9 nnitariaA 
congregation at Tauntoiu 

of 
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of Socintis tactdy because thqr were his, thougli 
such conduct would be quite inconsistent with the 
protestlnt principle, y6t I see nothing more re- 
proachful in it than -there would be in implicitly 
adopting the opinion of any other man, or body of 
men, calling themselves the church, whether they 
were catholics or protestants. 

But if every man is to be called a Socinian, be- 
cause he happens to agree with Socinus in one point, 
you yourself might be called a Socinian. For though 
you have not, like Socinus, advanced so far in the 
knowledge of the scriptures, nor learned to distin- 
guish so well between the tradition of the elders and 
the commandments of God (Matt. xv. 2, 3, 5, 9), 
as to renounce the divinity of Jesus ; I presume you 
have made sufficient progress in that knowledge to 
renounce, as he did, the divinity of Jesus's mother. 

When you reproach those whom, for the purpose 
of rendering them odious, you call Socinians, with 
what you are pleased to term clamour^ about the ne- 
cessity of a new translation of the Bible, you dis- 
cover as great inconsistency and partiality as you 
before betrayed in the business of the limitations to 
your rule, and in other parts of your Remarks. 
You yourself have told the public in your title page, 
that there are passages which are wrongly translated 
in the common version. In the course of your 
pamphlet it appears, that you deem these passages 
of great importance, call the common rendering of 
some of them * very erroneous* (p. 34), and contend 
that the > corrected version* which supports your 
> favourite system,* ought not to be withheld from 

the 
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the mere eng^sb meader' (p/44). -Jfow, Sir, ^hy 
may not other .persons, even Sociniahs, if it should 
60 happen, express their wishes for a tiew translatioii 
as wdl as yourself, without being more exposed th^ti 
you are to the charge of clamour for a favourite 
system? 

In page 56, you talk of Socinians presuming td 
lop off a text of scripture. If yoti mean the three 
heavenly witnesses (i John v. 7.), as they are caHeci, 
jbut 'which, like all the other witnesses for the ttU 
nity, have nothing heavenly in them (and I know 
not what else you can mean) 'you must surdy know 
by. this time, what every one knows, who has but a 
smattering of that species of rr/V/W knowledge which 
relates to the state of the sacred text and its various 
readings, that ihe labours of Messrs. Porson, Marshy 
and Pappelbaum have indeed * unquestionably' proved 
that this passage, so long and obstinately defended^ 
never came down from the father of lights (James 
i. 17.), but is, like the trinity itself, one of those many 
unfruitful works of darkness (Ephes. v. 11.) with 
which the rulers of the darkness of this world 
(Ephes. vi. lo.), working abomination, and making 
a lie, have defiled the Lamb's book of life (Rev* 
xxi. 2yJ)^ 

* There rS; a very neat, comprehensive, and concise abridg- 
ment of the controversy relating to this text, down to the year 
1790, in Dr. Disney's " Friendly Dialogue between a Unitarian 
*< and an Athanasian," republished in vol. ii. of Traffs by 'the 
Unitarian Society ^ 1791, 12mo. See the note in p. 24-26. Even 
bishops and archbishops have begun to give up this text. Bishop 
Prettyman, in liis " Elememts of Christian theology,*' sriys*, 
•♦ After an attentive consideration of the controversy relative td 

M ' •* that 
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^ *8at y<>i\9Xt persuaded^ ydu -my^ xhstAhtm nzase 
^banians "Cv^ould not hare been so cla]xu>iKms for a 
new translation, had they been aware of your im^ 
proVements i^pon the conoinon version, and of your 
sew proo& of the divinity of Jesxis. How the wisliei^ 
of Socinians relating to this subject may be aflSxted 
by yotef Remarks, I, who atti ao Sociman, though 
long and patient study o( the scriptures has con^- 
yinced me that Jesus was in all things made like unto 
hb brethren (Heb. ii» 17.), know not : but I will tell 
you, en passant J what effect your Remarks have had, 
4fi- this respect, upon myself. 
- I am one of those who have long wished for a 
new translation of the BiUe, by public authority, not 
so much because the presoit, in somie parts of it, dis- 
jcovers an undue bias towards your favourite system, 
'{»L other systems, for which I can see no foundation 
m the original, as because in very many parts, and 
in very large portions of it, it is so extremely literal 
as to be wholly unintelligible to a mere english 
reader ; and when read in our churches, or families, 
might just as well be read in the hebrew, or greek. 
The consequence of this b, that such of the hearers, 
or readers, as have more {uety than good sense, are 
driven into superstition, and are led to suppose that 
God may be worshipped and served by a stupid, 
senseless, and sanctified reverence for sounds and 
words, which, as they are not understood, can have 
no influence upon the conduct ; while, on the con- 

** that passage, I am convinced that it is spurious." Page 90* 
Tol. ii« edit. 1799. And Archbishop Newcome has entirel7 
omitted it in his translation of the New Testament. 

trary 
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trary^ aiich of them as have more good sense thsQ 
piety, are driven towards infidelity, and are led :to 
consider the Sible as a book which, in many plac;es^ 
is very confused, absurd, and incomprehensible, and 
cf litde use but to throw dust in the eyes of the 
vulgar : two opposite evils, both highly injurious tp 
the interest and effect of Christianity, and con^ 
quently to the happiness of mankind. It is the ^ 
^gn and tendency of our most excellent religion tp 
;unite us all into one family, and to make us love 
and esteem each other as brethren: but the teiv* 
dency of the Bible, thus translated, and thus seacj, 
•is to separate us into two classes, the worldly wis^ 
and the ignorantly pious, who do not love, because 
(they cannot esteem, each other ; but who live toge- 
ther deceiving and deceived, the former even deem* 
ing it a kind of pious fraud to impose upon the lat- 
ter, whom, at the same time, they cannot help de* 
spising for being duped by the imposition.* 

To reasons like these, for which chiefly I desire a 

* «* There is no book so translated as the Bible for the pur- 
^ pose. If I translate a french book into english, I turn it into 
** english phrase, not into french english. // fast frouif I say, 
^* *tis cold not J it makes cold; but the Bible is rather translated into 
<* english word^, than into english phrase. The bebrmms ape 
** kepty and the phrase of that language is kept: as for ex« 
** annple/ be uncovered ber sbamcy which is well enough, so long 
^* as scholars have to do with it ; but when it comes among the 
** common people, lord, what jeer do they make of it !" Sel- 
DEN'i Table TalL 

Whoever doubts about the necessity of a new translation of 
the Bible, would do well to read Archbishop Newcomers " His- 
•* torical View of English Biblical Translations," 8vo. 1792. 

M 2 new 
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iiew afuthorised translation, nothing which ^ou havt 
^'aid is any way applicable. And as to any othe| 
reasons derived from a disbeUcf of the divinity of 
Jesus, your * new proofs' have not in the least abat^ 
my wishes upon that ground ; as you may pretty 
"wdl guess from the preceding examination of these 
^obft. The specimens, however, which you hav* 
given of your abilities for correcting the common 
Version, have most certainly had some influence 
upon my wishes for a new translation. They have 
made me heartily wish,\ that whenever the good 
woii shall be undertaken, neither you, nor any one 
else who cannot give better proofs than you have 
Hone of his qualifications for the employment, should 
have any concern in the business. But to return to 
'your treatment of these clamorous Socinians. 

Why are those, who, in obedience to what they 

''believe to be the voice and meaning of Jesus and his 

apostles, ' deny divine honour to our lord the Christ 

* or Messiah,* to be branded with the title of apos- 
tates ? Why is he who teaches that Jesus is * nothing 

* but a man,* because he is persuaded, after a careful 
inquiry, that revelation teaches the same thing, to 
be contemptuously called a sadducee? Why are 

christians of this description to be accused of * ca- 

* lumny,* because they say that some passages of 
scripture have been corrupted ? Have not you said 
the same thing in these very Remarks ? And why 
are they to be charged with'* arrogance' because^ by 

-the help of manuscripts, versions, fathers, and other 
aids of just and sober criticism, they attempt to 
correct these passages, and to restore them to theip 

original 
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erigm^lmt^ity?-* Have not you done ibb likewise I 
Are your ch vg^s, too, like your limitations, xhadQ 
to affect bt})^rs, without affecting yourself? Or is^^it 
arrogance in those wretches, wtom you think pro- 
per, in consequence, shall I say, or ia proof, of yoyi; 
orthodoxy, to insult with -the titles of apostates and 
^adducees, to think of doing, as you do?. BeJt SQ^ 
StiU I see no cause for so much rage and railing. If 
§om€ Socinians, or other deniers of pur lord^s divi^ 
nity, have occasioiially presumed to collal;e your f^ 
Tourite Alexj^ndrian MS., that need not thus <;^stuxl^ 
you. There will yet remain distance enough be- 
tween you and them ; you will stilL stand unrivalled 
till some of them shall aspire, and I know not that 
they have yet^ shewn symptoms of aspiring, to the 
honour of drawing any text of that MS. i^ letter hy 
letter, or of making any tittle of it nearly three 
times as long as it is broad, by the help of a magnl. 
fying glass. 

But you go on to execrate as * Impmsy jhpse who^ 
though they receive the word with all readipess oi^ 
Inind, and search the scripturjes daily, wj^ether this 
thing be so (Acts x,vii^ ii.) yet cannot find, anjr 
proof j new, or old, that Jesus is . peally Jc^ovah^ 
This wi>uld he 7^ serious and a heavy charge indeed^ 
if you had any foundation for \\ : but you producq 
none. '- Yoij do not condescend to say in what thei^ 
impiety gopsists. All that I can find that Ipokslik^ 
tl>e least attempt to corroborate a charge which yo\j. 
h^v^ reputed- more than^once,.is wheres.you say 
(page 42), • puf spciniajisadducee??^ wImJ^.^^V^^'^'/^'- 
' > M3 ^ pus I J 



^ cusly entitled otir lord a mere man^ ind n&thtk}^ iut » 

• mart^ and simple human nature^ will not be able to 

* digest this necessary doctrine* [of our saviour's di- 
vinityj * until they humble themselves to receive ia- 
^ Structions from the holy scriptures/ 

Now, Sir, you yourself nrmst know^ that th<»d6 
t(^Tlom you here speak of, ^tdfess not only to receive 
lAstfuctions from scripture^ but to reject the doc- 
trine you deem 'necessary (to salvation^ I suppose), 
for that very reason, because they receive instruc- 
tions from scripture, and Ksten to it in opposition 
to those who teach for doctrines the commandments 
of men (Matt. xv. 9.), Either, therefore, you do 
iiot believe what they say :— and it will reflect no 
honour upon your candour to disbelieve the solemn 
ind re|yeated assertio^ns of men^ who have never for- 
feited their veracity, and whose assertion^ indeed, 
this subject, are indisputably confirmed by their 
.^bours: — or else, by receiving instructions from 
scripture, you must mean receiving the explanalkns 
of, and deductions from, scripture, given by yourself 
indi vour orthodox brethren. And, in that case, I 
leave every one to judge who it is that' has mosit 
need of humility, the unitarian when he disputes 
your daim to infallibility, or you yoUrself when you 
dall him an impious ^ad^ucee^ for refusing to subfliit 
to it; You would, perhaps, feel the justice of this 
tibsfefvatipn more forcibly, if a papist were to tell 
^ou, as any of thepi, with as much reason 0|i-his 
side ks you have on ybur*s, might tell you^ that 
you Vili not be able to digest the nepessai-y. docUrinc 

of 



/Cb 



of tra|isub«tantutioo^ uiuil^you humble ypurself to 
teceivc lastructionf ixcm tJbc holy scriptures.^* 

•- 

* No^cl?^ of christians have ever been moreTeady to submit 
their opinions to the authority of scripture than the unitarians^ 
and yet nothing is more common in their adversaries than t<5 
reproach them with a proud contempt of scriptu!«* The writer^ 
of the old Uiiharian TracCiTy 4tD. I69I9 &c. declared p\ib]kl^ 
that << d»ey wcmld always; prefer th^ infix>ite wisdcjm of God be^ 
*^ fore the fallible dictates of hjam,an« or angelic reason : Roni*. 
** iii. 4. Let God be true, and every man a liar, 1 Cor. i, 25- 
*' The foolishness of God is wiser than mi^n* Hath the holy 
•* scrrpttore, that is, hath God sraid it ? They will believe, though 
^* all men and angels contradiS it.'' Vol. i. Ads of Atfaaxutfio^ 
p. 4.. .-^ IjR ypl. ii« trad i. - pa^ 1, it is also ^hewurthat ^* it is not 
*^ true that unitarians prefer their reason before revel^on.'^ 
In the 2d tirad of the same vol. j- 14', it is well remarked, that 
'< the^i^ of uadefst^i^ding is .not with those whose single faith 
** is expressed in the very .tex^ns of scripture, but with those w^a 
" rejy upon human expressions,, taken, out of pag^ philosophy^ 
I' juetaphysioiil arguments gnd abstradions* or remote conse^ 

quenqes." , See also thU notion of tht pride of unitai:i^9S9 an4^^ 
(pf their . not humbling themselves to receive instruftions from 
scripture, well refuted in the same volume, trad 4tbu p^ge 7». , 

*^ Andr is ijLnot intolerable. ^/!x»in//ioii for men ,ip mquld and 
^ shape their religion according to their fanciet. and humourst 
^^ and to stu^ it wjth an infinite number of orphodox propuosin 
¥ tioms, none.of which*are to be found in express terms in scrips 
f* ture^ bdt are only pretended to be deductd from thence by such 
^' imaginary comequenceSf from 9ome little hints and apfeataneee o£ 
V thipg^? Especially^ is not this unpardonable in those, zaen^ 
*' who cry down reason for, such a profane and ca^al thing, a^ 
** must not presume to intermeddle in holy matters, and yet lay 
** the foundation of their religion, and ered such glorious and 
^* magnificent fabrics, on nothi|ig ^Is^ bvit some little shew^ an4 
<< f^^roii^// of rea^o^ ^" 

^' 9ujt th,e plain truth is this ^ when men argue from the nar 
♦f tUff of QQii^ f^id hi^ worlds afid providences^ from the na,turQ 

14  *♦ pf 






E 168 ] 

^- At the opeiiinlg (tf this co'rtdjp(fedchcc, I said-that, 
though ydu had* niuch to utttearn in thetheoiy, f 
firmly believed you were by no means deficient in 
the.praclice of Christianity. At the clo'se of it I 
Ijrepeat my convictions, in.;.spite of the, drawliacks 
which here staxe me in the f^ice, and which proclaiia 
^otid, that you have, for a whUe at least, forgotten 
that love of the brotheriiood,' . and charity towards^ 
all ipajikind, whi<ih is the chairafteristic of a true 
christian^ and have turned your back on the maxim 
of doing to Others as you woul^ that others ^jt^ould 
do unto you;' '- - » 

For the credit of our wmmoh rdigioh, and more 
especially for the credit of those who thii^k tney 

. ** of'niankind, and those eternal notichs bf good attd^evil, and 
^' the essential diflPerences of tKihg^, t&at isi when men argue 
•< from plain and undeniable {Irfilciples, >^hich have an immuta- 
** ble and unchangeable nature, and Vo can bear the stress and 
«* weight of a Jus^ conseqtfenc^, this Js ^^rw^/ reason ; 'but when 
♦* men argue from fancies and imaginations which have no 
•* stable nature, fVom some pretty allusions, and similitudes, and 
** allegories, which have no certain ishape nor form,' but what 
•• eyery'man*s ftincy gives them-, tWs'ls sanftified and ipitituat 
•* reason (• btit*'Wrhy,' I cannot imaglhej unless that* it feo much 
''resembles ghosts and sliadows,- whicb Tiave nothitig solid and 
*^ substantial in them/' SHERLOx:Tt*S Knoivl'e'dge of 'yisus "Christy 
p. 55. 8V0.- 1674. ' "^^ . . - - .'•':. 

l?or high-church, orthodox, trini tar ians, who" £rsf^^ii5'^,'or 
uttety ktiowiitg it t6- he fargedi a creed\Wthout'"a ^ttrd'bf Ifcrip-i 
ttire in it, and thenisay, if you ^* dd'ncif thus think of the trhlityV 
*^'fot shall perish eV^riastingiy,^^' to 'censure unitarians for not 
frtimblirtg themselves \& recei.tfe*'tAst^ii(3ion^'**frotri scripture, is 
perfe(flly ridiculous. This is playing the prai't'rf^tli'erPauI in'the 
Duenna; when " whh irosy gills, found ]^aun(jh/ and greedy^ye,'* 
he' reprimands the bpdr halftstifrved porter ichr gonkandixhg .^ 

have 
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hive ^a-liaiUfed fchrat, as to see the nrkptklif of 
that religion, a^ the '^truth is in Jesus (Ephes« iv. 
20, 21.), I' hope^ that among' afl* the number of 
siiich ais, on- the authority of scripture, bclJevethc 
Kofy Je^us to lie b'mere ;»«?ff,^ot one, whctheif-So- 
ciman. (if any-s\ich there be in this kingdom^- ot^ 
Otherwise, will be found to return your hard ^s&g6 
iild ungenerous^ censures : but* ^ that . they 'wiU - be 
strong ill the Lord, and in thfe ^powd: of Ms xtright^ 
wifl put oh the whole armour of *6od, and trust id 
that to quench every fiery dart (Ephes* vi* i^j 1 1. 
i6)i and ivill shiew theinseHes,'on this and on"4vcry 
other occasion, the genuine - diisciples of -a^^ ti!tai$C(^ 
who, when tie wi^ reviled, revited not again, (i Pet. 
ii. 23.) Should any of them so far forget hispro^ 
fessibh'as to' follow the exiihple you have here set 
him, it would give ihe a worse opinion of hitti and 
Ms cause, than all the aspersions which you have 80 
Kberally (though I trufst, inadvertendy), cawt on the 

tone and the dthef.* * . 

• ' }■-,■.■■ 

* You. probably were. not aware that your censure upon Sea* 
nians would fall ' upon Sir Isaac tfewton^ and upon Locke, upoil 
CbUlingworth, and upon Lardner. As to Chilling worthy the writers 
ci: his life, in the n^w iedit* of tbe.Btogr^phia Bri£annip^». .9ay s 
Jf Mf. Whit)ikfr>.^ift;his " Origin -of Arianism. disclosed," p^gCS 
** 4«82-4'92, has produced a number of arguments to shew, that 
** Mr. dhilKngwotth, in the latter part of his life,'became a Sdh 
'** ciiiiaif. We acknWledge ourselvies to be convinced by- Mir. 
** Whitaker's testimonies and reasonings ; and, therefore, retract 
^* what we had l^efdre said ujion the' siibjed. The Sotoini^nst 
*• we apprehend, . wHl be proud td have such a name asTthat of 
'*^'Chiliingworth "rankled among them*'* Farther CWri^^tfo -to 
thfe thiri volttmfe ofithb BiQgrapfca'; priiiited and pabKdie<i with 
th^ .5th volume, 1793, 3,nicle Chillingw&rfh. Sepsb^othe^dney 
*-  *'• papers, 
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': ^ 'tbm-l fiave eac^ifipdt all ithattaR hpm adyantc4 
^>Y >^x%^H' and yQUr^coircspond^nt^ ia wpport of 
youf ru^ and youF i§tefp^tatiqns, and the doctrine 
derived from it, at greater length, I fear, it will 
be thoUight by , the reader (if any bei»des you^rself 
aha^jead these letters), than the oeca^n required, 
AU <;:ampetent and npipartial Judges, who will bu^ 
ipireig^.. -what you have written, in the balance of 
jreia^ al^ $^riyptu^e, w^ll^ of themselves, I am per<> 
$uad^5 find it su^^iently wantii^, ^thout my 
assistapge. 

But .though, in this point of view, my labours 
laajLftot.seem to be very necessary, there is another^^ 
iiL f^hicbr «very man's labours are always seasonable 
ai^.i^S^^U .It \$ bqnefipal for all jmeu;, at all times, 
to \m^ testimony to whjit they bdieve^ after a care* 
foj^ift^wfy^ to, be the true and genuine spirit of our 
li9QSt holy religioi^. Whether the call to iUustrjitc 
M^ irecgmmend this bjest and most valuable of 
Qod*s blessings, be weak or strong, it is right tp 
objpy it. Whether the impediment that obstrudb 
its'ii^ue^ice be great: or smaU, it is good to re- 

« : in the days of our blested master^ aiid of his first 

fit^wcrs, rites and" ceremonies, tlie invention of 

••■•»•■ ' . ' 

•liiPPfr^* pi;ib}ished by Collms^ vol« IL p. 669> where Chilliiig* 
.^arth is mentioned as having defended the socinian ciius!0 
j^g^in^t Lord Falkland. . 

, ::y.e$j any party may be proud pf:any one t)f these names; 
jth^iH^mQs of nien» who, for powers of reasfmingi for talents, for 
,)i9iow]«dge> for integrity, and for careful and diligent inquiry 
iato tbeiaeflsi^ 'aQ4 meaning of Mscnp(i(r9|< b^ve; never been eat^ 
«eftd£id in a»y qiiarter of tbe.glob€)« . 

scribcn 
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^ibe^ and pharisees, were^ next te open and secret 
IKTofligacy dP life and maimers, the grand ioqiedl^ 
Iments to thdr endeavours to make men good and 
happy. . ^d accordingly both he and they took 
e^ery opportunity of bearing their tettio^ny ag^st 
thein. In our times and couiitry^ specuhtive doo 
trines and sysf etm,. the invention of theoiogbns 
and schoolfitieny have succeeded tb thtf place of rites 
and ceremonies^ And we should succeed tO the 
efforts of those who founded our religioil, in our 
constant endeavours to resisH what now impedes its 
progress.. .. \ 

. ;^ With . the hope of doing what good I axA able to 
do in this way, I have listened to the request of a 
much valued friend) and have ^embraced the occa^ 
ficon, hy no means urgent in itsdf, which your.Re* 
marks, and your correspondent's letters: haVe ai& 
forded me, of .thus publicly declaring tny settled 
conviction of a most important truth, which I have 
long since ascertained to my own satisfiction^ by a 
£ligent and careful study of the Bil^ ; and which, 
as far as conceirhs any thing n6w advanced by your* 
self and your friend^ I have here, at some lengthy 
confirmed and supported ^ . namdy, that Mo&aI; 

AND PrACTICAI* CHiaSTlAKlTT, IS THE. OIH^Y 
CHRISTlANITir CONTAIMID IN^ THE ScJEUFTUlt£S. 

This is a truth which the meanest reader of his 
l^ble^ in^te 6f an imperfed: translation, and un* 
der all the defie^s, and i!v:hat is more against him, 
the {orsooncaptions and prejudices^ of his education^ 
inay>behQ3d blazing oul3 'with more than meridian 
splendoiir^ if hie will but read it, as all jother writ^ 

ings 
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v4i»rat)^#Sr^rndst pl^^^ obvlo^l^^oii^ the facedf 
«>^ry beoky I thiftfc F tr^ page of 

*v^fy ', teobfc which ' it -^otjkiiis. - 'Y<^s f -Ikfr a • T(;i&^<?, 
Ih^ J^lp," in these pirbtestant '- countries, blessed be 
Oeid for all his' mercies, niay still be seen, like him 
froin wh<wh it conie», tht* father of lights, the giver 
of e*iriry g^Cfd and- pei'fect gift, covered with light 
as' ViCh V^ufment. In 'this-broad^ comprehensive 
vfeKv of: iti ' we may >say fanpkiticaily -of God -s word^ 
isrliaptutfae ap0stle^ays'c€ God himself : the scripture 
is light, and in it is no darkness at all (i John i. 5.) 
c. Arid tf theieye of fearcing^and'^ criticism, which, 
wik^ kno^e tuti6u5, hatirow, ai^d cc^nliped ahentiori, 
contemplatjss its subotdianaDe, minuter, parts, did but 
thoroughly .purge itsdU^ i&dm the thicks film of thed* 
logic^ .|)i:;e{>ossession, wh|ch far, ve!y far, above 
every -ot^xer cause, obstructs itp sight, even the more 
obsdiire . ind' ambiguous dpots, which, like those in 
thqciST^n,.^are lost amic^^ siirirounding brightness^ 
^oiild'^ then, though . isingly viewed, send forth their 
fainter ;i?ays of moral light ; all. absurd, unintelligible 
(ibdirines and mysterleS|>/whitl\ • sound; divines^ now 
see,, or -rather fancy that they 9ee^ tbraugh a glass 
daddy ; things SQen to .naend^- or purpose, but to 
gender strifes" and every evil .work (2 Tim. ii. 2^ 
Xkm«.:iii. :ij6u) among rmen^iarid' to. make God the 
auth6r of .confusion (i Goat* :KiT. 33.),.wo5uld utterly 
yaiii^hi liajd no doctrine whaiteveif would be visible 
^n itiafjjpast of the 3acred :vqliime, but. that - doctrioo 
Kcbnling'to^godiinsss. (i<^iiiivi^i3;) wMch. beams 
* mtk siKii £dnspic^cms ^histfe. llhlrbugh th^ . 

R-:.: Thai 
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That you, and I, and every reader of this best 
of books, may daily see more and more of its pure 
and simple light, by daily applying more and more 
to that best of means for knowing what it teaches, 
the doing of the will of our heavenly father (John 
vii, 1 7.), and that our practice of its precepts may 
enlarge our knowledge of its contents, and our 
knowledge in return invigorate our practice, is the 
earnest wish of one who is persuaded that such 
knowledge and such practice will infallibly guide us 
all, and that nothing else ever will guide us, to true 
and lasting happiness. 

I am, SIR, 
With unfeigned respect. 

Your well-wisher ; and5^ if you will allow 
the appellation to one who believes 
'Jesus to be * nothing but a man^ your 
fcUow christian j 
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APPENDIX. • 

r 

_ « 

IN return for your editor's ** Table of evidences of 
" Chrisfs divinity/* I beg^ieave, in order to shew 
him the validity of this mode of arguing by infer^noe 
and deduction from detached passages and figurative 
expressions, to present him with the fdlowing 

TABLE OF EVIDENCES 

OF THB • '• : 

BIYINITY OF MOSES* 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

I. Prom his being expressly so called in Exod; 
vii* I. iv. 1 6. by God himself* In this last 
passage what we render by instead of is in he- 

* For the details of the evidences in hu table, your editor re- 
fers you to Dr. Whitby's Commentary. That is, he refers you 
to a commentator who, upon further and more mature inquiry, 
.abandoned these details as mistaken interpretations, and de- 
clared, that he tliought the dodrine for which Mr. Burgess 
here contends, was a burlesque upon the scriptures. For the 
ground-work of my table, I beg leave to refer you to " Some 
** Notes'* of one who was a Master of Arts in the same Univer- 
sity with Dr. Whitby and Mr. Burgess, who was more and more 
confirmed in unitarian opinions, the-ijnore he inquired into the 
scriptures, and who died in the full belief of these opinions, 
" a mattyr to that religious intolerance which had persecuted 
** him during the greatest part of his life ! His private charac- 
«* ter, like that of most of those whose zeal has led them to suf- 
•* fer for particular opinions, was exemplary. He was fervently 

« piou5# 
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brew the prefix lamed^ and so may he consi- 
dered as equivalent to that expression in Phil* 
ii. 6. " in thef^rm of God.'* 

^ piouSf temperate, benevolent, and stridly moral. His learn- 
^ ing was considei^le^ aad his powers of argument well cal« 

«• culated for making proselytes j" ** but be was not soli- 

^ citous 'to* establish a perfed uniformity of sentiments, or to 
<* form a particular se^.*' Such is the charafter given of John 
'MMt (whoihas been called the Fatter of the English Unkariant^ 
and who died Sept. 22} 16629 in th^ 47th year of his age, of a 
distemper brought on by close confinement and foul air), in the 
Sd vol. of General Biography, by Messrs. Aiiin, Nicholson^ 
and others, 4to. 1801. 

This * impious sadduetef was at one time so reduced in his cir- 
cumstances by the rage and malice of his adversaries, or, by 
their zeal to do God service, shall we say ? (John xvi. 2.) that 
all he could a£Ford was a morning and an evening draught of 
milk, to keep himself from starving ! And yet both he and they 
called shemselves, not only christians, but teachers of Christi- 
anity I Were they both such ? Then might those be christian 
teachers who should outdo Satan in his own way ; for Satan 
doth not cast out Satan (Matt. xii. 26). Which then was the 
false, which the true teacher of Christianity ? which the wolf, 
which the sheep ? Jesus himself has decided the question. <* By 
«* their fruits ye shall know them." (Matt. vii. 20.) « By this 
** shall all men know that ye are my disciples, if ye have love 
•• one to another." (John xiii. 35.) 

These ** Notes," the ground-work of the present Tahle^ are to 
be seen in the first volume of Unitarian Tra<Sts, 4to. 1691, at 
the end of Mr. Biddle's Testimonies from the fathers, pages 
SI, and 32. 

I have several times brought forward these Old Trafts ; but 
|here is muclf good stuff m them, which still remains behind 
unnoticed. Give me leave, Sir, to recommend the whole to 
your attention. And, to strengthen my recommendation, I 
must tell you, that " t^iere is good ground to believe," that 

Mr, 
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Moseii may be proved to be God^ 

2. From his declaring to the? tsrielites, ih tliS 
most solemn manner, that his miracles were 
wrought for forty years together for this 
very purpose, *^ that ye might kkmv that I am 

Mr. Locke was one of the persons concerned in the writing of 
them. (See Bishop Law's preface, p. vi. and y\u to his edit, of 
Lockers Works, 1777, 4to.) It seeins tohav^ been chiefly with 
a view to these trads also, that Archbishop Tillotson spoke so 
honourably and candidly of the SociAians, who, says he» ^''t^^ 
** do them right, are generally a pattern of the fsdr way of dis- 
** puting, and of debating matters of religion, without heat and 
«* unseemly . reflexions upon their adversaries. ' For the most 
** part they reason closely and clearly, with extraordinary guar4 
<* and caution, with great dexterity and decency, and yet with 

^ sikiartness and subtilty enough : and '^th few hard 

**. words : virtues to be praised^ wherever they are found, yea* 

f* even in an enemy, and very worthy our imitation • • • 

** Some who pretend to all the reason and, subtilty in the world, 
" are in comparison of them but mere scolds and bunglers." 
And this testimony has the greater weight, because it comes 
from one who was no Socinian himself; but who wrote against 
their tenets. In tliis very place he calls their cause *< weak, and 
** ill-founded :" and adds, " they have but this one great defeat, 
*< that they want truth on their side ; which, if they had, they 
** have reason and wit, and temper enough to defend it." See 
Birch's Life of Tillotson, Appendix, No. 3 ; or Jortin's Tra<as, 
Bvo. 1790. vol. i. p. 366, 2cc« The passage is in the second of 
the four sermons which the Archbishop preached upon John 
u 14, and published in 1693, in defence of the divinity of Jesus* 
The Unitarians published a re€pe<ftful examination of these fouf 
discourses, in 1694, Avhich is to be seen in some " Considera* 
•* tlons^ &c.'^' in the third volume of these Unitarian TraAs. So 
that every deader may judge for hitnself Which of the two 
causey was the weaker, aiid on which side the truth lay. 
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«* the Lord" [Heb. J^ovoh'} " your G«f* 

It is true that in Exod xxxiu x* Numbers 
xii. 3. Deut. xxxiii» i^ and other places, he. 
is said to be a man : but that is not the small^ 
est objection to his being Gad'j because in 
Moses there were two- natures in one person^ he 
being perfect god and perfect man at the 
^ , s^me time ; a godman^ 

Ifoses may be proved to be God> 

- 5# From the divine worship ascribed to him, he 
being the object of religious adoration, and 
invocation, and being prayed to, and that 

' to forgive sin. Exod. xL 8» [bow down in 

our version, is, in the original hebrew, and 
in the greek of the Septuag. worship.'^ Rev. 
xv» 3* Exod. X. 16, 17^ Numbr xii. 11. See 
also Exod. Xii. 27, xxxiii. 10. In the origi- 
nal text of these two last passages, there is 
nothing but c^mmm sense to point out any 
other object of the worship than Moses : and 
common sense always goes for nothing in all 
questions relating to a godman. 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

4. From the divine actions and attributes ascribed 
to him, he being 

I. The creator of all things. Gen. i. 26. 
Here the plural number shews that 
more than one person was concerned . 
in the creation of /«tf« : but no other 
person but God being expressly men* 

tioned^ 
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tioned, the second person can be no 

other than the writer t)f the account, 

the author of the book of Genesis, 

that is, Moses. And suiCe he created 

man, the chief object, there can be 

no doubt that he created all inferior 

objects of the creation. And this is 

clearly affirmed in Rev.^xv. 3. This 

appears al$o from the plural name 

(Elohim) for God, in Gen. i. i. and 

elsewhere, frotn which it is clear that 

heaven and earth were created by more 

than one person, who certainly could 

be no other than God the father, and 

the God Moses; no others having 

been ever pointed out to the reader's 

notice, or so much as hinted at. See 

also for this use of the plural number, 

article 8, 

These texts also prove the pre-existence 

of Moses. 

2. Omnipotent, and the giver of rain in 

due season. Deut. xi. 13, 14.: he 

..also maketh the grass to grow, Deut« 

*xi. 1 5. which things are the peculiar 

characteristics of God. See Matt. v. 

45. and Psalm civ. 14. The rod of 

Moses 18 also declared to be God^s rod* 

Comp. Exod. iv. 2. 17. vii. 19. xiv. 

16. Numb. XX. II. with Exod* iv. 20. 

xvii. 9. Now the rod is the ensign 

pf .supreme power and sway,^ The 

N 2 power 
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c. , I . . fJdwer and sway of Moses, therefore, 
i h equal to, and the same as, that of 

« God, that is, Moses is omnipotent. 

3. Omniscient, £xod. ixr 30, Deut, xxxi*^ 
^ 2g. The omniscience of Mosics, also, as 

' - • well as his pre-existence and power, 

» - appears from the whole account given 

•■ in Genesis of the transactions from 

the creation : for if he were not om- 

niscient, how could he know all these 

things ? He no where makes mention 

o^ any records, nor of his receiving any 

^ Supernatural communications from 

heaven^ Some of the circumstances 

^ ' > of the transactions, too, are of such a 

^ kind, so very minute, that they never 

' enter into records, or form a part of 

^ * history j nor is it at aU probable that 

such things shoilld be the objects of 
any inspiration conf^nunicated to man. 

Moses may be proved to be God, ' 

5. From othet actions of Moses being said to be 
God's actions. Conxp. Exod. xiv» 21. 27. 
with XV. 11,12^ and also comp. Exod. xxxii. 
7. xxxiii. I. with Exod. xx. 1^2. Deut- v. 6. 
and comp. also Exod. xxxiv. 27, 28. with 
Exod. xxxiv. t. Deut. x< i, 2, 4. and comp. 
Dfeut. xxix. 5. where Moses says to Israel, 
"1 have led you forty years in the wilder- 
** ness,'' with Deut. xxxii. 12. where it i& 
said, *' the Lord alone did lead him.'* 
. The moral law, or commandmentrof God, 
* • ^ - • are 
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are said to be those of Mdflcs f coinp. ExodL 
XX. I. la. Matt. xr. 4. 6. Marie vii. 9. 13. 
with Mark vii. lo. andExod* xx. 1. 13. with 
John vii. 19. DcQt. xi. 13. and seeabo i John 
T. 3. Rom. xiii. 9. Marie xiL 29-^31. The 
ceremonial law also is sometimes ascribed to 
God and sometimes to Moses, comp* Deut 
yi. 17, 20, 24. xxxiii. 10. with Dent. xxxiii« 
4. John L If. and Cren» xvii. lo — 14. with 
John idi. 22. And Moses swears to give the 
Israelites the hmd of Canato, and promises 
to be with Jo^u^ when he should go to take 
possession of it. J)eut. xxxi. 23. all^which is 
said to be done by God, in verses 6 — 8 of 
the same chapter ; and God declare^ himself 
to be the doer q£ It, in Josh, i. 5, 6^ g. An4 
indeed Moses could iK)t be the doer of it, un- 
less he w^re God; becaujs^ it was noi: to take 
place till aft^r he, ^n hiHmman nature, should 
be dead. 

looses may be proved to be God» 

6. From it$ being said (£xod. xxxiii. zo.^by God 
himself, ^^ there shall no man see me and live/' 
And yet Mo$e9 npt only saw God, but con- 
versed familiarly with him, for " the Lord 
spake unto Moses face to face, as a man 
speaketh unto his friend,'^ £xod. xxxiii. 1 1; 
And Moses survived the sight. Moses^ there- 
fore, must have been more than man. And 
the comparison of the conversation to that 
of one friend with another, proves the per- 
fect equality between him and Go4r As tp 

N3 Wha$ 






./' iirfixt is sftid afterwards, verses a 1-^23, rela- 
tive 10 another huerview, when Moses was 
pmt in the clift of the rock, and covered with 
' ^ ^e Jund of the Lord, on account (^ his being 
livable to beir the sight of his face, that is 
.^sfokxn of the humain nature of Mo$es only. 

'MosM it^ay be proved to W Gk>d) 

ji FnMH the celestii^ s{4e&doaY of his counte- 
nance, -which was do great that the Israelites 
cDuki not stead£abtly behold his face, so that 
he was obliged to 'put a veil upon it, while 
talking with than. Exbd. xxxiv. 30 — j^^. 
aGot. iii- 'ji'i'^i This circumstance, com- 
pared with- the .preceding article, is a clear 
- proof of a divine' nature in Moses. No man 
could see the face of X^ed and live. Exod. 
3:3:xiii. 20. No- man could see the face of 
' M^5€9 and live. Exod. xxxiv. 30, &c. What 
can be plainer ? It is to be observed, too, that 
the brightness of these glories are jointly men- 
tioned. The chapter which mentions the lat- 
ter, immediately follows the chapter which 
. mentions the former. So that they are both 
of the same kind, bot^i supreme. The one 
was die express image of the other. In Moses 
dweit ail the fulness of the godhead bodily. 

Moses may be proved to be God, ' 

$• Frcnn his going up to heaven, and coming 
down from heaven* Exod. xix, 3.XX. 11 . 
udv. a. (and comp. verse i.) 18. xix. 21, 
24, 25. xxxii. I, 7* Deut. ix. 12. and com- 
pare the language of these places with Gen« 

xvii* 



^" x4iii fii. x*xv» 13. 3di 5/aildy/ !?• B. In 
' this last place tke plural niiifiber is used be- 
cause the writer of the bodk, that is,^ Moses, 
was one of the persond. God^ d$ewhere, 
speaking to Moses in his pre-eitistent state, 
uses the plural number, ii^ order to shew the 
equality between them : " and the Lord God 
" said'* fto. the writer of ihe- book,- for no 
mention whatever is made of any body else^ 
*' behold the fnan is become aS one* of r/j," 
Gen. iii. 22* S^e for this^ u^ of tte plural 
number, the article 4. No.-^i. |ib*vc* ..TiM 
ibfegoing texts relating to Moseses : tomfaig 
down frota heat^, $hcw als<> that irhen he 
is said, in- such a solemn manner, td be sent 
' from God, Exod. iii. 1^ — <5^ ^e arir to un- 
derstand his beiAg sent from heaven* He was 
emphatically tffe sent o/GocL ^ r - 

» 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

9. From his being cllled Lord, in the highest 
sense of the word. Deut. xxix. 6. fin the 
Heb. it is yebot^dbJ] Exod, xxxii. 2^. Numb* 
xii. II. In these two places, the titfe being 
accompanied with prayer, shews it to be used 
In the high^t sense. Numb. xi. 28. Mere the 
sense of the words ; " my Lord MOses forbid 
*^ them*' is fixed, not only by their being 
used in supplication, but by the parillel ex- 
pression, ^* God forbid," which often occurs, 
both in the Old and New Testanleftt, as 
Genes, xliv. 7. 17, &c. Luke xx. 16.; Rom. 
iii.. 4. 6. 31, &c. Again, in £xod. xxxii. 26, 

N 4 " who 
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"• ^ who u on the Lori^j side? let htm come 
*^ Unto me ;" and in die ayth verse it is 2uid- 
ed, ^^Thus saitl> the Lord God of Israel * • • 
**..•. siay every man his brother," which, 
in the aSth verse is j " ^nd the children of 
** Levi did according to t/^e %vord pf Moses ^ 
^^ and there fejl of the people, $:c/* Again, 
Deut. X. I a. ^* wh^t doth the L^rd thy God 
^ require of thee, twt to fear the Lord thy 
^ God ;** but in Dcut, vi. 13, we find that it 
was Mese^ who required this qf them. 

Moses may be proyed to be God, 

xo. From his being ordered to say, which no 
fioubt he did say, to the Israelites, ^^ I am 
^^ hath 9eiit mp yntp you." Exod. iii. 14. For 
firhei) h^ told them, that the God of their 
fathers had sent him unfo them, ai^d they 
asked, what is h|$ name ? and he rq)lied, I 
. AM, this is manifestly saying, that the namq 
of God is Moses, which is the same thingj as 
^ying that God and Mpses are one, two per* 
sons ifi one nature. If, instead of referring the 
question tQ the name of God, ^ seems to be 
implied in verse 13, we refer it to the action 
of sending, as mentioned in the 1 4th verse, 
it comes to the same thing : for., if a pcrsoi^ 
be asked who if: is that is doi^g any action ,» 
as< fojr instance in this case of Ai|pse$ being 
sent by God, if h^ were asked who is the 
sender ? and he v^ere to reply, I am, the re-* 
ply would certainly point to his own person. 
Apd no doubt it w^is intended $n to do. 

And 
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And in this consists thsvAR^^mjOfrfcfAat 
name for Gody which h^s ao much putzsskdi 
the commentators* And I thinic we may 
jsafely infer^ that when Pharaoh Sd^d to M09es» 
^' who is the Lord ?" E^od. v. 2, he would 
reply 1 am ; for tliQug^ wc are not expressly 
told SO9 we find. God ss^ying to Moses, soon 
after, Exod. vii. i. *''See, I haye m^e thee 
^* a God to Pharao|i ;'^ and we read, Exod, 
xi. 8, that Pharaoh and all his servants were 
about to bow down themselves [lUb. an^ 

3ept. worships ^^ Moses, 

It is no objeftion to this exposition, that it 
makes the person sending, to be the same 
with the person sent ; ^nd Moses to be both 
God and the messenger, or minister, of 
God. No orthodox expositor ever gives up 
an exposition for any trifle of this sort, as 
may be seen in Mr. Lindsey's ^aipination 
of Robinson*s Plea, p. 178. Njy, this is a 
recommendation to the exposition, as it not 
pnly ma)s:es it naor^ of a mystery, proving 
more clearly Pwo to be one, and gne to he two j 
but also rapks this passage with those others, 
Zech. ii. 8,9. *f Tl^us saith the Lord of host^ 
."...•.,. ye shall know that the Lord of 
f hosts hath sent me." Zech, iii. 2. " The 
f* Lord" (Heb. Jehovah^ *f said untq Satan, 
.« The Ijord" QUch, Jehovah) " rebul^e thee, 
*« O Satan." Genes, xir. 34. «« The Lord,*< 
(Heb. Jehovah) " rained fire from the Lord'? 
(Heb. Jehovah) ** put of hgave^.'* 2 Tim, 
" ' i. 18, 
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i. i8. " The Lord grant that he may find 
*' mercy of the Lord in that day,'* which 
some of the orthodox have dignified with 
the title of loca efficacissima^ in settling the 
dodrine of a godman, (See the Unitarian 
Tratfts, 4tO, 1691. voL i. trad Brief Hist, of 
Unitarians^ p* 15. 21.) And it confirms this 
reasoning from Exod. iii. 14, to prove the 
divinity of Moses, that this very kind of 
' language is elsewhere unequivocally applied 
to Moses : " The Lord commanded my Lord 
" to give the land," &c. Numb, xxxvi. 2. 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

- i I . From his being the Son of God. All advo* 
cates for a godman hold, that the son of God 
is God himself, though they- deny that the 
son is the father ^ because that would be to 
*' confound the persons" of the godhead. 
This is a mystery ; but that is so much the 
better, as long as it is orthodox. Now that 
Moses was the son of God, appears clearly 
from Hosea xi, !• " I called my son out of 
" Egypt," compared with Exod, iii. 4. Heb. 
xi. 27. Commentators, I know, understand 
the words in Hosea as spoken of the whole 
body of the Israelites ; but then it ought to 
have been plural, my sons : or, if it means 
them all, yet Moses was one, and the most 
distinguished one of them. Or it may refer 
to Moses primarily, and to the nation second- 
an'y, and that may be the reason for using 
the singular number in the particular con- 

nection 
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nection and context in which it stands in 
Hosea. But I think it most agreeable to the 
analogy of the faith ^ to understand the word 
son^ of an individual, and that individual to 
»be Moses ; because, nobody was ever so em- 
phatically called, in such a particular way, as 
he was, Exod. iii. 4, nor called so truly out 
of Egypt. For he himself was out of Egypt 
at the time and place when and where the 
call was made. The call itself, twice repeat- 
ed, was out of the midst of the bush, which 
bush was out of Egypt ; and it was made for 
the puirpose of his finally quitting that coun- 
try, and not only of his coming out of it 
himself, but of bringing reluctantly out of it 
for ever, all his countrymen, who can never 
bfe considered as coming out of it, any other- 
wise than they came out through him, be- 
cause they never came voluntarily, and were 
often clamorous to be led back again. But 
Moses was called out of Egypt in every sense 
of the word, and so is here styled the son of 
God. And that he was the son ofman^ I sup- 
pose all will allow. Exod. ii. i , 2. And so he 
had a divine and a human nature. 

Jrloses may be proved to be God, 

12. From the mysterious circumstances attending 
his birth, death, and resurreftion. No man 
ever so completely experienced the new birth 
as he did ; for, after he was born once, he 
was born again, and became the son of a se- 
cond mother. EsLod* ii. 1 o. When he died^ 

he 
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he was buried by the Lord, wKch, perhaps, 
from what we have before seen, may mean 
Jumself. However ' that be, no man could 
ever find his sepulchre, Deut. xxxiv. 5, 6. 
And that he caipe to life again, appears from 
Matt, xvii, 3* And it seems from Ddit. 
xxxiv. 7, as if he had this life in himself ; 
and to confirm this, we are no where told 
that God raised him from the dead^ but, on 
the contrary, that God buried him. He also 
wrote the account of his own death, for he 
wrote the book of Deuteronomy, in which 
we read th^t account. No man^ nor I think 
any other being, except a godmatty could be 
capable of doing this- To such a being, no* 
thing can be easier* He relates in his divine 
nature, what he undergoes in his human na- 
ture* It is said, in Jude g, that " Michael 
^' the archangel contended with the devil 
*^ about the body of Moses." This I think 
every body must see to be a symbolical re- 
presentation of the two natures in Moses 
contending with each othej: : the one, the 
divine, which was heavenly, spiritual, angelic j 
the other, the human, which was " earthly, 
*' sensual, devilish.*' Jam. iii. 15. Jannes and 
Jambres too (2 Tim. iii. 8.)j who are such 
mysterious personages, that the commenta- 
tprs could never 4nd ojit who they were, or 
properly identify their existence, seem, some 
how or other, to typify the opposition made 
to Moses in his twofold capacity : whether they 
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are to be considered as types or antr-typcs^ t 
do not take upon me to decide, having but 
little skill in that sort of theology. 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

13. From its being blasphemy and sin of the 

highest kind to speak against Moses. Afts vi. 
1 1 . Numb. xxi. 5, 7. Observe, that in the 
text from the Afts, the words Moses and God 
^re joined together in the same case, by the 
copulative xaj, and that the preposition «?, 
which is prefixed to the first noun, is omit- 
ted before the second ; and, therefore, by 
' - Mr. Sharp's rule, which I have shewn to 
be equally applicable to prepositions as to 
articles, (see Letter the second, page 32.), 
Moses and * God refer to the same person. 
Observe too, that Moses stands first, a cir- 
cumstance which, the fathers as well as some 
of their sons, consider as going a great way 
towards proving a person to be equal with 
Qod. In the two passages from Numbers, 
Moses being mentioned ' jointly* with God, 
the sin * most certainly amounts to supreme^ 
i. e. to blasphemy. 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

14. From the Israelites believing in him, in the 

same manner as they did in the Lord. £xod. 
xiv. 31. ; arid from the Lord's coming down 
from heaven, for the express purpose (Si 
making them so believe in Moses for even 
Exod. xix. g. Our version has believe only, 
in these passages ; but \vl the hebrew it is ^- 
licve in. 



Koses mttf be prored to be God* 

15. Fronti his having '^prophet. Exod. vii. i. No^ 

thei:e are no prophets mentioned in scripture 
but those of the Lord, or those of a false 
God. Moses, therefore, not being a false 
G.od, must be the true» Also, from his 
having angeh and ministers at his copimand. 
'.Numb. XX. 14. Deut. ii. 26. Exod. xxiv. 13. 
Josh. i. I . In our common version the two 
first text« read messengers^ but in the hebrew 
the words, in all the four texts, are the very 
same as those in Psal. civ. 4. So that ^if we 
could but get a * correfted version,* by some 
good, sound, believer^ we should here have 
some ^ new proofs' and ' testimonies in £21- 
' vour of* Moses*& * divine nature^ which 
.' ought not to be with-held from the mere 
* english reader.* (Sharp's Rem. p. 44.) 

Moses may be proved to be God, 

16. From the Israelites being baptized into Qk, 

the same as in Matt, xxviii. 19.] Moses. 
. I Cor. X. 2. To be baptized into any one, 
is the same as to be baptized into his name, 
as appears dearly from comparing Rom. vi. 3. 
Gal. iii. 27, with Afts iL 38. viii. 16. Now,, 
all sound divines hold>* that he into whom, 
or into whose name, any one is baptized, be- 

. * And aipong these, the present bishop of London, Dr. Por* 
tens, who has unadvisedly asserted, that the baptismal form 
(Matt, xxviii. 19), is " one principal ground of the doctrine of 
«* the trinity." See his Lectures, vol. ii. p. 335. If this be the 
principal ground, may we not ask— -what can be the *weak ground? 

comes 
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comes a God instapdy, though notlring fur- 
ther be there said about his being God ; and^ 
that if more than one person be mentioned, 
they are all equal to each other, though no- 
thing further be said about any such equa- 
lity ; and in particular, that if three be 
mentioned, such is the magic of that won- 
derful number, that though each be God, 
and . each equal to the bther, they are alto- 
gether but one God, or in other words that, 
in that ca$e, t^ree is one^ and ene is tbree^ and 
there is not the smallest difference whatever 
between three and one\ and whoever says 
there is, will be damned to all eternity. 
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^ IF it be objected to any of these proofs, that they 

involve a contradiction in them, and attempt to es- 
tiblish an absurdity ; I have to reply, that the thing 
is a mystery y and is not to be judged of by human 
reason. How many things are there on earth which 

f our narro\y faculties cannot comprehend, and yet 

they are true nevertheless ? And if this be the case in 
earthly things, how much more in heavenly things? 
God's ways are not like our ways ; his wisdom 
is not like our wisdom. That may be true in hea- 
ven which is an absurdity and a contradiction upo» 
earth. *' Dare you^ who experience'* yqur own ig-' 
norance of every thing around you ? " Dare you pre- 
" sume in the face of this experience to assert,'* &c^ 
" Dare you J the child of a day, affect tp oicasure?'* 

&c. 



fee* ^ Dare ym^ who caiinot examine .•;;.< dare 
^ you take Upon you ?*** &€• &c &c 
^ If it be olgected tb solne of the proofs, that they 
are only slight bints and intimations^ deduct ibns and 
ttmsequences ; I can answer with the late Dr» Ran- 
dolph, and ' many other writers, that these things 
arc ddiyered with great caution and reserve in the 
scriptures, for fear of leading the Jews, surrounded 
as they were with heathens, into idolatry. Or I can 
say, with Mr. Hawkins, that " if the divinity of 
^ Moses was the doctrine of the church, previously 
** to the publication of the holy writings, they are 
**.suJBciently full and explicit for the satisfaction or 
** confirmation of christians of all ages ; if otherwise 
here" [in the scriptures] " is more than enough 
to perplex and misguide thenr, and to lead them 
into errors of the first magnitude."! ^ 
If it be objected, that some things which I have 
understood Kterally, are mere Jigur at ive expressions ; 
I answer, with all sound divines, that if this method 
of explaining scrv^tMrc Jiguratively be once admitted, 
there is no knowing where it will stop. Every 

* See " Gisborne's Familiar Survey of the Christian Reli- 
« gion," p. 299, 300. first edit. 8vo. 1799. This writer is un- 
commonly daring for whole pages together, and then throws it 
all upon his reader, who, perhaps, poor man, never dared to do 
any thing of the kind imputed to him, though he may have 
dartd to believe Jesus, upon his own word (John xvii. 3.), not to 
ht'Gad, Many a humble christian, upon reading this heroic 
fustian, which, would do honour to the pope of Rome, will 
scarcely dare to say his soul is his own ; that three is not one ; 
that a man is not God ; or that 2l fiieee of Iread is not y^sus Christ 1 

f Hawkins's BamptonXeilures for 1767> p» 59* 

mystery 
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mystery whatever, all that is valuable in the Bible^ 
may be explained away, and our whole religion re« 
duced to a mere mttipbotp, Vftffy^ have nothing 
left but heathenish morals, nothing but the love of 
God and our nei^bour, and the whole system* of 
our faith will be contemptible and ridiculous.- 

And now, having produqed so many ^ plain^ fiill{ 
\ and unquestionable proo&,'* so many * e^i^icit de-^ 

* claratiohs.,'*" so many ^ substantial and ilnanswer* 
^ able arguments,'* and hs^ving mof fQvei? obvij^jpd 
all objections ; I think it cannot, without partiality, 
be doQied, that I have ^ happily and decisively apr 
f [died' my labours * to the perfect establishment of 

* the great doctrine in question^ the divinjlty of* * 
Moses. Q. £• D% ' 



* See Mr. Sharp^s Remarks, pages 9, 12, 22, 30, S8, 54^ and 
Mr, Burgesis's Dedication and Advertisement to the first edit. 
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ADVEKTmsimn:. 



SHOULD any serious reader ^ the Ibr^oing 
Jppendifc think that 1 have made too free with tfao 
hoij scriptures, aiid feel himself hurt on that ac- 
cotiiBt^ I beg that he will do me the justice to ixapntc 
that freedom, not to me, but to those ortbikkx wri- 
ters, as they a)re tall^, from whom I have copied it 
^o closely, that I defy them to point put where I 
have deserted their footsteps, I agree ivith Dr, 
Whitby that such doctrines and such proofs are a 
burlesque upon the scriptures. But the buriesque 
is not mine^ but their's. If it appears more evideiit 
and strikiijg in what I have written, than in what, 
they have written, it is merely because the apflica" 
tion of the reasoning is unusual in one case, and ha* 
bitual in the other, and not because there is any dif- 
ference in the reasoning itself, or in the mode of 
dealing with the scriptures; for there is not the 
least. Nothing can be more contrary to the whole 
design and spirit of the sacred writings than both 
their conclusions aild mine ; nothing more absurd 
than the method of arriving at them. What I have 
written has been penned on purpose to preyent all 
$uch burlesquing of scripture. And if the orthodox 
could be persuaded to put their burlesques into the 
fire, it would give me great pleasure to see this Ap- 
pendijx thrown in after them. 

I have studied the scriptures long and much. I 
l^now their value, and reVerc them above all other 
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writings. From ^ thorough exammation, I am 
firmly and fully persuaded that they contain a true 
and ^thi^l account, the Old Testament of one re- 
vdation^ and the New of another, in both of which 
God miraculously interposed for the sole purpose oi 
making men strict and exemplary in their duty to 
him, and to all his qreatures ; by convincing them 
that, with such conduct, they are $ure of bang 
happy f Qr ever, and sure of bdbg for ever miserable 
without it. 

While I retain these sentiments~-and they are 
now so fixed that I am confident I shall retain them 
as long as I retain my senses — every reader may be 
assured that I shall do nothing to lessen, but on the 
contrary all in my power to increase, all due and 
proper veneration for the sacred records. Such, 
therefore, is the sole design, and such, I hope and 
trust, will be the sole efiect, of the preceding Ap^ 
pendix. 
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